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This report presents me results of a srudy of 221 student teaching interns
from Memorial University's Faculty of Education who completed their rour-month
field placement in either December 1992 or April 1993. A questionnaire was
administered to the subjects through their university supervisor. Subjects rated
themselves on teaching competencies. using a five-point Likert scale and ranked
seven common teacher stressors.
An analysis of the data from this study showed mat student teaching interns
from Memorial University feel more than satisfied with their competency in all
areas surveyed. Elementary student teachers showed a tendency to rate themselves
higher 00 teaching competencies thilll secondary student teachers. Overall.
experienced teachers who were surveyed in an earlier study did not perceive
themselves to be more competent than these teaching interns. Both swdent
teachers and experienced teachers ranked "Classroom management and discipline"
as the top stressor, this stressor received a significantly higher mean ranking by
student teachers.
The implications of these findings for Memorial University's teacher training
program are discussed. Recommendations are proposed for further study in the








Introduction . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . • . . •• 1
Purpose . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • • • • . • . • . . . . I
Rationale and Researcb Questions . .. 1
Background of the Study ...........•..•....•.•.•.... 4
Definition of Terms . . . . . . . . . . • . . ... 6
Summary .................•..•.................. 7
CHAPTER 2
Review of me Literature . ... 8
Evaluating Teacher Competencies 8
ExpertlNovice Differences . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . • . [4
Grade Differences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . • . • . • . • . . . . 21
Teacher Stress . . . . . • . • . •• .• . . • . • • . • . •. .. 24
CHAPTER 3
Methodology .... 31
Sample ............•. . _ 31
Comparison Sample . . . . • . • • . . . . • . • . • . . . . . . 35
Instrument . . . . . . . . . 39
Analysis of the Data . . ...•.....•.•..... 40
Summary. . •...•.•.•..... 42
ill
CHAPTER 4
Analysis of the Data. Results. and Discussion ......... 43
Student Teachers' Self-Ratings of Competency Items .... _.. 43
Discussion . . . . . 48
Differences in the Self-Ratings of Competency Areas
as a Function of Grade Level. . . . . Sf
Expen and Novice Differences in Self-Ratings
of Competence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60
Shldent Teacbers' Rankings of Seven Common
Teacher Stressocs . _ . 67
Expen and Novice Differences in the Rankings of
Seven Common Stressors . . . . . . . . 71
CHAPTER 5
Summary. Conclusion. and Recommendations ....•.•.•..•. _ ... 78
Summary of Findings __ . _ . . . . . _.. 78
Limitations _ . _ . . . . . • . . . _ . . 80
Conclusions and Recommendations .....•.•.•..•.•• _. . . 82
Suggestions for Further Research .... 86
LIST OF REFERENCES ....•....•..•....•..•.•....••...... 88
iv
APPENDICES
Appendix A. Defmition of Urban
Appendix B. Questionnaire
Appendix C. 1992~93 Education Degree Requirements






Number of Student Teaching Interns Surveyed .
Sex of lntero Respondents .
Age of Respondents







Intern Respondents by Grade Level





Number of Positions Held by Graduates
in Rural and Urban Areas




Table 9. Mean Perceived Competency in Memorial University'S Teacher
Education Program. Reported by Student Teacher Interns . 44
Table 10. lncidence of Poor or Fair Ratings by Student
Teachers on 74 Competency Areas 47
Table 11. Mean Rankings and Standard Deviations for Seven Stressors,
as Ranked by Student Teachers 68
Table 12. Mean Rankings and Standard Deviations for Seven Stressors,
as Ranked by Experienced Teachers 72






This study involved srudent teaching interns from Memorial University's
Faculty of Education from the 1992·93 academic year. Their self-ratings of
perceived levels of teaching competencies were e~plored and compared to those of
experienced teachers. Also analyzed was the difference in self-ratings of perceived
competence between elementary and secondary student teachers. Flnally. the
intern's rankings of seven common teacher stressors were investigated and
compared to those of experienced teachers.
Rationale and Research Questions
Improving teacher education programs has been a long-time goal in the field
of education. In keeping with this goal, it is the responsibility of teacher training
institutions to assess the competency level of their graduates so that appropriate
changes can be made in the training program. The success of the sNdent teaching
internship experience is an indication of how well the student will make the
transition from the college training program to the ranks of professional teacher.
Therefore. an evaluation of competence in student teaching will also give guidance
to teacher preparation programs.
Student teacher comperencies have been assessed using coUege supervisor
evaluations. cooperating reacher evaluations. and less frequently. student reacher
self-evaluations (Hattie. Olphen and Cole. 1982; Lantz. 1967; Wheeler and Knoop.
1982; as cired in Briggs. Richacdson and Sefm. 1985). Each form of evaluation
carries with it a measure of rater bias. As Holzbach (1978) points out, however.
self-ratings ofcompetency give the most differentiable results. For this reason. the
present study employed self-ratings by student teachers.
Self-ratings of competencies by student teachers not only provide data for
the pwpose of improving the teacher training program. but also provide feedback:
to faculty regacding the effectiveness of their teaching. as weU as infonnation for
students to use in selecting courses. The process of examining their competencies
also allows prospective teachers to reflect upon their strengths as well as perceived
areas of weilkness in their teaching skills. As Dussault (l970. as cited in Chiu.
1975) pointed out, the feeling of competence experienced by student teachers is.
in itself. an important affective outcome of student teaching.
Considerable research in the field of education has gone into defining the
expert teacher (Welker. 1991; Borko. Lalik. and Tomchin. 1987; Berliner, 1991;
Reynolds. (992). The preseot study examined the competency rating of studeot
teacher interns (novices) and compared them to those of more experienced teachers
(experts). It is assumed that an understanding of how the expen teacber thinks and
acts will assist in determining program change and developmeot in the field of
educatioo.
It has been estimated that as many as 20% of all new teache~ leave
education during the first few years (Duke, 1984, as cited in FLIDian and Blanton,
(987). It is speculated that the stress experienced in teaching can account for this
fact. In a study on teacher stress, Kyriacou (1987) accounts for the prevalence of
teacher stress data in the research literature. Prolonged teacher stress can lead to
"burnout"; can cause physical and mental ill-health; can impair the quality of
teaching; and often results in a low level of job satisfaction for teachers. These
findings justify further investigation into the causes of stress, as well as
preventative measures. It is also interesting to explore whether the stress
experienced. by new teache~ diffe~ qualitatively from that of more experienced
teaebe~.
The specific research questions which will be explored in this study are as
follows:
I. How do student teache~ from Memorial University's Faculty of Education
rate themselves on thirteen competency areas and sixty-one sub-competency
areas, using a five-point Likert scale?
2. Are there differences in the way that elementary student teachers rate their
teaching competencies as compared to their secondary counterparts?
3. Are there differences between the self-perceived competencies of student
teachers (novices) and those of more experienced teachers (experts)?
4. How do seudent teachers rank: seven common teacher stressors?
5. How do the rankings of stressors for student teachers compare to those of
more experienced teachers?
Background of the Study
Two main themes arose in the literature on evaluating teacher competencies.
The fIrst pertains to the issue of standardized competency testing for teachers. It
is evident in the research that this standardized. method of assessing teacher
competencies is fraught with limitations and criticisms (Smith. 1984; Hyman. 1984;
Stedman. 1984). It seems more desirable. then. to "evaluate", rather than to "test"
teaching competencies. which brings in the second prominent theme in the
literature: methods of evaluation. 5eudent teachers are generally evaluated by
college supervisors. cooperating teachers, and less frequently, by themselves
(Hattie. OIphen and Cole. 1982; LanlZ. 1967; Wheeler and Knoop. 1982; as cil«!
in Briggs, Richardson and Sefzik. 1985). As Holzbach (1978) pointed out.. self-
evaluations are the most desirable form if the purpose of the research is to
differentiate between various competency areas, as was the purpose of the present
study.
Since de Groot's (1965) publication of Thought and Choia in CMss.
scholars in every field have been fascinated with discovering the defining
characteristics of experts. as opposed to novices. The field of educational research
is no different. Expert/novice differences have been examined in terms of: stages
of teaching (Bloom and Jorde-Bloom. 1987; Dreyfus and Dreyfus. 1986);
prominent coocerns (Fuller, 1969); images (Calderbead and Robson. 1991); and
more recenLly, schemata (Rich, 1993). The findings ace clear. There ace
qualitative differences between experts and novices in nearly every aspect of
planning a lesson. delivering the lesson. and even their thought processes after the
lesson has been taught (Reynolds. 1992).
As Killian and Mcintyre (1986) discovered in their research. there ace
apparent differences in the field experiences of elementary and secondary student
teachers which have been noted by their supervisors. although little research has
been done to support this premise. The research that is available tells us that
elementary and secondary sbJdem teachers differ in terms of: the quality of their
field experience (Killian and McIntyre. 1986); their entry characteristics into
leaChing (Killian and Mcintyre. 1988; Book and Freeman. 1986); their primal)'
concerns (Marso and Pigge. 1989); their conceptions of a good teacher (Weinstein.
1988); and how they rate themselves on cenain teaching competencies (Briggs.
Richardson, and Sefzik. 1985; Briggs, 1991).
There is no doubt that stress exists at every level of education. As Fimian
and Blanton (l987) point out, however. "Although the literature is replete with
descriptions of the problems faced by experienced teachers. very little is known
about whether these or similar problems are encountered by inexperienced teachers
and teacher trainees" (p. 158). Common factors which arise in the research aD
student teacher stress are: scudeot behaviour. time and resource management, self-
adequacy in the classroom. relationship with supervisors. learner achievement, and
knowledge of the subject matter (see, for example, Morris and Morris. 1980;
Kaunltz. Spokane, Lisstiz and Strein. 1986; Fimian and Blanton, 1987).
Dermition of Terms
The fonowing tenns ace defined in reference to teaching:
Stress - Stress is the experience by a teacher of unpleasant emotions. such as
tension. frustration. anxiety. anger, and depression. resulting from aspects of his or
ber work: as a teacher (KyriacQu and Sutcliffe, 1978a).
Competence - A teacher can be said to be CompeteDt when he or she possesses the
necessary knowledge and skills required for success in teaching.
Novice - One who is new to teaching. For the purpose of the present study, the
term "Dovice" will apply only to sntdent teachers.
Expert - One who is skillful in teaching. For the purpose of the present sbJdy, the
term "expert" will apply to teachers with two or more years of teaching experience.
Elementary - This term refers to Kindergarten through grade Six.
Secondary - This term refeB to grades Seven through Level m.
Summary
The present study was carried out in order to investigate the self-perceived
competenci.es of sbJdent teaching interns and to explore bow they rank seven
common teacher stressors. An analysis of the data from. this study has led to some
interesting fmdings regarding the level of self-perceived competence of sbJdent
teachers; the differences between elementary and secondary srudent teachers in
terms of their self-perceived competence; the stresses experienced by student
teachers; and the differences in novice and expert teachers in terms of how mey
rate their competence and how they rank seven teacher stressors. These findings
point to some areas of strength, as well as some weaknesses, in Memorial
University's teacher uaining program., which can be used to guide improvements
to that program.
CHAPTER 2
Review of the Literature
Evaluating Teacher Competencies
Excellence in education is regarded as one of the primary goals of our
society. if we are to achieve excellence. teacher training institutions must send
forth teachers who are competent in the skills deemed necessary to mat profession.
The question arises as to the best way to assess teacher competencies.
Aippo and Foster (1984) define a competency test for teachers as •... a test
developed to measure the minimum knowledge andlor skills deemed necessary for
adequate performance in the classroom" (p. to). Smith (1984) examined the
available data on teacher competency testing and points out many of me obvious
pitfalls. Like other forms of standardized resting, teacher competency testing is
faced with the problem of exclusion of minority groups due to test failure. As
Smith points out. we cannot have excellence in education without equity. Hyman
(1984) discusses other limitations of th.is type of testing, which include: it is
impossible to design a test which measures lhe knowledge of a teacher, there is
little agreement among educators as to what comprises competence; a test score is
not a true indicamr of a person's ability to educate; there is no guarantee that those
who pass the test will be more effective educators than those who do not; and
achieving a high score 00 a test does not necessarily translate to more student
learning or a better school. In all. much of the available data on teacher
comperency testing points to discriminatory practices.
Fant, Hill. Lee and Landes (1985). in a review of the existing literature on
reacher competency testing. conclude that in order to make testing fair. assessmenrs
should be done during several phases of teaching, and using multiple assessment
instruments; self-evaluations should be incorpolated into the assessment, and it
should be based on fac~ shown by research to be important to learning. The
present study fulms most of these conditions since it is based upon seif·evaJuation.
and Lhe questionnaire items ace research based. As well. competencies are
evaluated at various stages of teaching; however. the study is cross-sectional rather
than longitudinal.
Stedman (1984) also examined some of the limitations and problems
surrounding competency testing for teachers. He points out that
Testing is not identical to evaluation. which is a more comprehensive
process used to determine individual achievement or the effectiveness
of a program. procedure. or process. Evaluation provides room for
professional judgement, whereas testing reduces such opportunity or
eliminates i.t entirely if cut-off scores are established. (p. 2)
The present study. then, can be considered a form of evaluation rather than
testing since its purpose is to examine the effectiveness of a training pcogram;
however. the results will not be used to determine the acceptance or exclusion or
prospective teacbers into the profession.
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In summary. teacher competency testing bas many inherent limitations and
criticisms. However. since this study is based upon self-evaluation, and will not
be used for placement purposes, it can be considered a form of evaluation rather
than a test. and therefOR:. avoids many of the limitations and criticisms associated
with teacher competency testing.
Although considerable research has gone into examining the teacher
competencies which ace crucial to successful student learning outcomes, little
research has been done which examines lhese competencies in the context of
student teaching. Reynolds (1992), in an extensive review of the literature on
expert and novice teachers. has constructed a picture of the competent beginning
reacher.
Beginning teachers should enter their first year of teaching with:
knowledge of the subject matter they will teach;
the disposition to fmd out about their students and lhe
ethnographic and analytic skills to do so;
strategies. techniques. and tools for creating and sustaining a
learning community, and the skills and abilities to employ
these strategies, techniques. and tools;
know ledge of the pedagogy appropriate for the content area
they will teach, and
the disposition to reflect on their own actions and students'
responses in order to improve their teaching, and the strategies
and tools for doing so. (p. 26)
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Evaluations of student teachers focus on the competencies which are
essential for success in classroom teaching and which are compatible with the goals
of the teacher training institutions. Universicy supervisor evaluations, supervising
teacher evaluations, and less frequently, student teacher self-evaluations have been
used to measure the performance of student teachers and to evaluate teaeber-
preparation programs (Hanie, Olpbert and Cole. 1982; Lantz., 1967; Wheeler and
Knoop. 1982; as cited in Briggs. Richardson, and Sefzik. 1985).
The assessment instrUment employed in this study required the self-rating
of student teachers on thirteen competency areas. Wheeler and Knoop (1982), in
a study of self. teacher and faculty evaluations of sbJdent teacher perlormance.
found that self-ratings measure something quite different from what is measured
by superviSor.>. They conclude that,
In spite of the fact that swdenlS rate memselves more leniently lhan
supervisors. self-ratings. rather than supervisor ratings. seem to offer
the greatest potential for differentiable ratings and for providing
useful information on how to improve the teacher-learning process
for the training of teachers. (po 180)
Holzbach (1978) examined superior. self- and peer-evaluations for rater bias.
He found a high positive correlation between superior and peer ratings, which
contrasts with correlations between self-ratings and those of peers and supervisors.
Holzbach explained his findings in tenDS of two constructs: leniency errors and
halo effects. Leniency errors occur wben ratings from different sources are
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significantly differenL lbe evidence suggests that self-ratings are more lenient
than either superior or peer ratings (Klimoski and London, 1974; Parker, Taylor.
Barrett. and Martens, 1959; Prien and Liske. 1962; Thornton, 1968), while superior
and. peer ratings do not differ appreciably (Klimoski and London. 1974)" (p. 579).
While self-ratings are limited by leniency errors, Holzbach points out what
he considers to be a more serious limitation of superior and peer ratings - halo
effects. This type of rater bias occw's when a rater does not differentiate among
distinct items or dimensions in his evaluations. but evaluates according to an
overall judgemeot of the ralee. Holzbach cites ample research which shows that
superiors consistently exhibit greater halo effects than self~ratings. and peer ratings
tend to show comparable halo effects to superior ratings. Thornton (1980. as cited
in Wheeler and Knoop. (982) also found lIlat self-ratings are more lenient than
supervisor ratings and that supervisor ratings are largely influenced by the balo
effect.
Wbeeler and Knoop (1982) examined rater bias for competency evaluation
of student teachers done by self, coUege supervisor, and school supervisoc.
Consistent with both Holzbach and Thornton, they found that student teachers gave
themselves significantly higher ratings than either their college or school
supervisors (leniency error). There was a high positive correlation between
academic and field supervisors which, when taking into account the self-ratings,
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suggest a balo effect
Briggs. Richardson. and Sefzik (1985) compared teacher supervisor ratings
and student teacher seLf·ratings of elementary student teachers. They found that
student reachers gave themselves significantly higher ratings than did their
supervising teachers. In a later sbJdy, Briggs (1991) found weaker leniency effects
in a similar study using secondary student teachers.
Research shows then, that rater bias can exist in performance ratings by self.
superiors. and peers. The option remains to have student teachers evaluated by
their students; however. research does not reflect favourably on this practice.
Various sources show students' rating oftbeir instructor to be positively correlated
with their liking of the instructor (Bernardin and Beatty. 1984: Dobbins, 1982;
Cardy, 1982; as cited in Li-Ping Tang and Li-Na Tang. 1987). These findings.
whicb are supported by Li-Ping Tang and Li-Na Tang (1981), show that sb.J.dent
evaluations are also highly influenced by the halo effect
In choosing a method of evaluating student teachers. researchers must take
into account the various sources of rater bias and decide which is the least
damaging to their results. The present study employed seIr-ratings. since research
shows that they give more differentiable results than those of college or school
supervisors. Although student teachers rate themselves higher than their
supervisors. they are better able to differentiate between various competency areas.
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a major thrust of this srudy. Supervisor ratings. in contrast. are clouded by their
overall judgement of the student teacher. resulting in less differentiation between
the various competency areas. Thus. if the purpose of the research is to evaluate
a training program. which is an essential purpose of the present scudy. self-ratings
give more accurate results. Ideally, evaluations of both student teacher
performance and their training program should include a combination of self and
supervisor ratings. while taking into account rater bias.
ExpertlNovice Differences
It is a widely accepted assumption that teachers progress through several
stages or phases from their pre-service training to their latter years as teachers.
Bloom and Jorde-Bloom (1987) examined the stages of adult development and
related them to the stages of teacher development. These teacher career stages.
according to Bloom and Jorde-Bloom. are: (l)pre-secvice, (2) induction, (3)
competency building. (4) enthusiastic and growing. (5) career frustration, (6) stable
but stagnant, and (7) career wind-down (Burke, Christensen and Fessler, 1984. as
cited in Bloom and Jorde-Bloom, 1987).
Dreyfus and Dreyfus (1986, as cited in Berliner. 1991) proposed a five-stage
model of teacher development from novice to expert. At stage one, !be novice
stage. teachers learn the ·commonplaces" and a set of context-free rules. Student
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teachers operate at this stage. The second stage. advanced-beginner. is geoerally
characteristic of first-year teachers. At this stage. conlcxt begins to guide
behaviour, and case and procedural knowledge are buill up. Stage three. the
competent performer, is marked by teachers with about three years of experience.
They can set priorities and draw up flexible plans to meet reasonable goals. A
small subset of this group will progress to lbc founh stage. mat of proficient
teacher. The proficient teacher is adept at pattern recognition and possesses an
intuitive. holistic sense of the situations they face. Fmal.Iy, a small percentage of
the proficient teachers will go 00 to be expert. The expen possess the perceptual
ability of the proficient performer and can respond effortlessly, smoolhly, and
appropriately (Berliner. 1991. pp. 148-149).
The model of teacber development whicb most commonly arises in research
on teacher training is Fuller's (1969) stages of concern modeL Fuller. in bis early
JeSearCh on concerns of teachers. differentiated between early concerns of teachers
(novices), which he referred to as pupil concerns.
Pigge and Marso (1990) examined Fuller's model in the context of novice
teachers. They note that;
Within the Fuller model. early teacher training is characterized by
intense concerns about survival as a student with little coocern about
teaching; then. as early teaching activities are experienced. concerns
of self-survival as a teacher (self-concerns) are felt; and finally,
concerns pertaining to the many situational demands of day-to-day
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teaching (task concerns). emerge near the completion of the
preservice experience. (p. 283)
They go on to point out that although self- and task-eoncems may be felt during
teacher training, the third stage. impact concerns (concerns about teachers' impact
on pupils), are not felt WlW the lCacher becomes mon: experienced.
In an eartier study. Pigge and Marso (1989) examined expert and novice
differences in terms of Fuller's model. In support of this model, they found that
teachers changed significantly from their initial teacher training through the fmt
five years of tcaching.
Ricard (1986) exam.ined self-perceptions of student teachers before and after
their field placemeOl. Also supporting Fuller's model. be found that the student
teachers' reflections after student leaching showed them to be more concerned with
the tasks of reaching. and the majority of the deliberations were expressed in
relation to the "self' engaged in teaching.
Weinstein (1989), however, cites evidence which seems to be contrary to
Fuller's model. He states that concerns of pre-service teachers are more like those
of experienced teachers than those of beginning teachers (Reeves and Kazelskis.
1985; Evans and Tribble. 1986. as cited in Weinstein. 1989). Weinstein attributes
this to a construct which he refers to as ~unrealistic optimism." Rather than being
inconsistent with the Fuller model. however. he affirms that this optimism seems
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to be characteristic of individuals at the stage of non-eoncem. Teachers at this
stage bave not bad any acnaal teaching experience and are not concerned with the
specifics of teaching.
Many researchers have examined expert/novice differences outside the
context of a stage model. Rich (1993) explains lhese differences in terms of a
more highly developed scbemata. Schemata can be defmed as .. ... abstract
knowledge 5b'UCbJreS that summarize information about many particular cases and
the relationships among them" (p. 137). The more elaborate scbemala of experts
allows them to process classroom events and to understand them in ways that are
more elaborate. interrelated, and accessible, as compared to novices.
Livingston and Borko (1989) also hold that there are qualitative differences
in the knowledge, thinking. and action of experts and novices. "For example.
expert teachers notice different aspects of the classrooms than do novices. are more
selective in their use of lnfonnation during planning and interactive reaching and
Illil.ke greater use of instructional and management routines (see for example.
Berliner. 1987; Borko and Shavelson. in press; Leinhardt and Greeno. 1986;
Paterson and Comeaux. 1987)" (p. 36).
Similarly, Sabers, Cusing. and Berlinger (1991) found differences in the way
that experts, as opposed to novices and beginning teachers, observed and
interpreted classroom events. They found that experts. in general. were better able
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to: monitor and comprehend classroom events; interpret observed instructional
straregies; hypothesize reasons for behaviour observed; and offer solution strategies
foe problems identified.
Clarridge and Berliner (1991) differentiated between expect and novice
teachers in the areas of expectations and atbibutioDS. They found that the novice
group in their study showed an inability to recall cenain unacceptable classroom
behaviour. Only the experts were able to attribute abilities to students and to
predict performance based on ability. Experts tended to attribute negative student
behaviour to causes over which they had no control (for example. a student's
disliking of mathematics), whereas beginning teachers attributed such behaviour to
factors over which they had control, such as the content of the lesson.
More suppon for the notion of expert/novice differences in teaching is
offered by CaIderhead and Robson (1991). They discuss bow the knowledge of an
expect is more organized than that of a novice. Their study examines the
knowledge base of student teachers which they explain in terms of "images."
These images can influence what student teachers find useful and relevant in a
course and how they analyze their own and others' practices.
One of the more in-depth analysis of expert/novice differences in teaching
was done by Reynolds (1992). She enmined these differences in terms of three
domains: pre-active tasks. which occur prior to teaching a lesson; interactive tasks,
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which occur during the lesson; and post-active tasks. which occur after the lesson
has been taught
In terms of pre-active teaching tasks. novice teachers often do not know
their subject matter in a way that allows them to explain it to their students. and
they do not take into account the pedagogical implications of student differences.
Their planning is more time-consuming than mat of expert teachers. and it centers
around activities to involve students with the content It lacks the contingency
plans commonly found in experienced teacher planning.
The interactive teaching tasks of expens. as opposed to novices, involve
rapid judgements, chunldng of information, and differentiation between important
and unimportant information. Expert teacbers are better equipped to handle
discipline problems, and in constructing answers to student questions. In terms of
the actual teaching, expert lessons are generally characterized by the foUawing: the
tasks are of appropriate difficulty for students and are interesting and/or enjoyable;
physical and social conditions ace conducive to leaming; new learning is related to
previous learning; attention is focused on the most important aspects of the lesson;
the pace of the lesson is appropriate; the flow of activity in the classroom is
maintained; task-oriented behaviour is reinforced; performance on assigned tasks
is frequently monitored and assessed; and feedback is provided on the adequacy or
excellence of student task performance.
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FlOally. in terms of post-active reaching tasks, novices are less focused Lban
experts in their rdlections of their lessons. Expen teachers reflect on their own
teaching and student responses to determine what was successful and unsuccessful.
in order to refine their own teaching practice.
Whether expenlnovice differences are examined in teems of stages (Bloom
and lorde-Bloom. 1987; Dreyfus and Dreyfus. 1986), prominent concerns (Fuller,
1969), images (Calderhead and Robson. 1991), or schemata (Rich, 1993). the
literabJre points to qualitative differences in the teaching practices of expert and
novice teachers. However. despite the present trend in educational research lo
"define the expert." Welker (1991) points to the negative implications of viewing
the teacher as expert. According [0 Welker. the metaphor of the expert teacher
implies that the abilities of the teacher should foster excellence in education.
Welker. however. tries to promote a wider sense of public responsibility regarding
reform in education. "Insofar as expertise suggests to the public that the answers
to educational problems lie within the abilities of a special group or within the
province of a single institutional structure, it reinforces the climate of blame and
crisis which now so clouds reasonable debate" (p. 33).
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Grade Differences
In an examination of the quality of field experiences for student teachers,
Killian and Mcintyre (1986) noted thal. "Differences in field experiences associated
with grade level are a common perception among those who supervise student
teachers. but research seldom has been employed to support such impressions
(Orlich et aI., (985)." (p. 367). They found major discrepancies in me quality of
the field experience of elementary and secondary student teachers. Elementary
field experience students revealed extensive personal contact with the cooperating
teacher. whereas comments from secondary field experience students revealed an
Ronlookec" status. In all. elementary student teachers had a better quality field
experience than lhcir secondary counterparts.
In a la£er study, Killian and McIntyre (1988), reviewed research which
provided evidence that. ..... elementary and secondary education majors differ
markedly in several entry characteristics. including their expectations. prior teaching
experience. and reasons for choosing a teaching career" (p. 36). They go on to
show how differences also exist in their field experiences. In terms of their field
experience activities. elementary student teachers engaged more often in small and
large group teaching. while secondary student teachers were more likely to have
tutored students individually. The second variable examined was interaction with
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srudems. Elementary sntdent teachers were found to have mace variety and a
higher frequency of actual teaching than did their secondary counterparts.
Interaction with cooperating teachers was also examined. Secondary student
teachers reported more general education discussion with their cooperating teachers.
whereas the elemeotary student teachers discussed the topics of teaching methods
and management with their cooperating teacher.
Book and Freeman (1986) examined the differences in entry characteristics
of elementary and secondary candidates. Among their fmdings were the following:
elementary candidates are more child-centered and service-oriented. have had more
prior teaching experience. and express more confidence in their teaching ability.
Weinstein (1988), in examining sbJdent teachers' preconceptions of teaching,
found that elementary and secondary teachers differ in their conceptions of -a really
gocxl teacher." While elementary student teachers most often cited the capacity for
caring as the most important characteristic. their secondary counterparts cited
knowLedge of the subject mat:ter and general level of education.
Marso and Pigge (1989). in examining elementary/secondary differences.
found that secondary teachers were less concerned about the presence of a superior.
being evaluated. meeting student needs. and lack of instructional materials.
However. they were more likely than elementary teachers to be concerned about
the teaching setting being too routine and inflexible.
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Niemann, Ball, and Caldwell (1989) found a difference between elementary
and secondary student teachers in their responses to disruptive learners.
Elementary teachers. in their study, tended to act more quickly and harshly to the
disruptive behaviour. wb.ile secondary teachers were more likely to ignore iL
The research cited thus far shows differences in elementary and secondary
teachers, and student teachers, in terms of: the quality of their field experiences
(Killian and McIntyre, [986). their entry characteristics (Killian and McIntyre,
1988; Book: and Freeman. 1986), their primary concerns (Pigge and Marso. 1989),
their conceptions of a good teacher (Weinstein. 1988). and their responses to
disruptive behaviour (Niemann, Ball. and Caldwell. 1989). It seems that
elementary and secondary teachers may also differ in terms of how they rate
themselves on certain competency areas pertaining to reaching. In a 1985 study,
Briggs and Scfzik: compared the supervising teacher ratings and the student teacher
self-ratings of elementary student teacbers. The elementary student teachers gave
themselves significantly higher ratings than did their supervising teachers on all
five competency areas examined. In a later study, Briggs (199l) compared
supervising teacher ratings and student teacher ratings of secondary student
teachers. This time, the student teachers had significantly higher evaluations than
their supervising teachers in only two of the five competency areas examined.
There was also a difference in how they ranked the five competency areas. These
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differences were not noled by Briggs. and it is unclear as to whether elementary
student reachers show themselves greater leniency dla.n do secondary student
teachers. or actually demonstrate grealet competency in their student teaching
experience.
Teacher Stress
Kyriacou (1987) defLOes reacher stress as· .. the experience by a teacber of
unpleasant emotions. such as tension. frustration. anxiety, anger, and depression,
resulting from aspects of his worte as a reacher- (p. 146). Kyriacou goes 00 to
account for the concern with teacher stress, which is prevalent in education
research. First of all, prolonged teacher stress can lead to burnout. a syndrome
primarily characterized by physical. emotional. and attitudinal exhaustion. There
is evidence tha[ prolonged occupational stress can lead to both mental and physical
ill·beaJtb. As well. there is a concern that teacher stress and burnout can impair
the quality of teaching, and therefore. student learning. Borg and Riding (1991)
show reacher stress as being related to less job satisfaction. which. they point out,
is in Line with other research (Kyriacou and Sutcliffe. 1979a; Otto. 1982; Laughlin.
1984; Lin and Turk:. 1985). The findings on teacher stress. then, justify further
investigation into its causes and preventative measures.
In a relatively recent study. Borg and Riding (1991), reviewed the literature
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00 factors related to teacher stress. They cite various sources of evidence wbicb
shows these factors to be relevant pupil behaviour and time demands, poor school
ethos, work conditions, poor staff relationships. and curriculum demands. In Lheir
sbldy. Borg and Riding had teachers rate twency potential stressor's. Teachers
reported the greatest stress ratings for factor'S related to pupil misbebllviouc and
time/resource difficulties. while factors related to poor staff relationships and
professional recognition needs were rated as less stI"cSsfui. They note that the two
factors which generated the greatest stress were concerned with what happens
inside the classroom. whereas interactions with others outside of lhe classroom
appeared to be much less relevanL
Blase (1986) also found student discipline to be a major source of stress for
teachers. -Discipline problems occurring both in and out of the classroom appeared
to be most stressful when they directly or indirectly interfered with classroom
processes, adversely affecting teacher performance and student learning outcomes"
(p. 17). Student discipline is viewed as a problem since it interferes with the
normal flow of teaching, breaks student concentration, and creates a pervasive
tension in the classroom..
FuUer (1969) recognizes class control as a major stressor of teachers, but
holds that this concern lessens with teaching eltperience. According to Fuller,
concern over issues such as discipline, time management, and subject matter
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knowledge are characteristic of early teacher concerns, while more experienced
teachers' concerns are focused 00 pupilleaming and progress.
Despite the vast documentation regarding class control and its relationship
to teacher stress, as Merrett and Wheldall (1993) point out, the issue of how to
manage a class is rarely addressed in teacher training. Ibe evidence produced so
far suggests that classroom behaviour management is not a major concern of
teacher trai.ni.ng establishments" (p_ 93). In their study of 176 teachers, 93% aCme
teachers rated the ability to control a class as "very important," while the remaining
7% rated is as "important" In addition, repom from schools indicate that
administrators regard classroom management skills as being of great importance.
With no formal training in classroom behaviour management,. 86% of those
interviewed in Merrett and Wbeldall's study said that they had to learn classroom
management skills "on the job."
Although the research cited thus far points to student behaviour as a major
source of stress for teacbers, other research points to time management as the most
significant teacher stressor. A study conducted on 799 Newfoundland and
Labrador teachers in the mid--eighties found that time management was rated
significantly higher than all other stressor categories (KJas, Kennedy, and KendaU-
Woodward, 1984; Klas, Kendall-Woodward, and Kennedy, 1985). Klas (1994)
compares these flDdings to his 1994 study in which be found that time managemeot
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ranked second. with classroom management and discipline placing first among
stressors for reachers. Hawlrins and Klas (1995) examined stress and stress
management in three helping professions in Newfoundland and Labrador: reaching,
nursing. and social work. They cite three separate studies which point to time
management as the most significant stressor for all three groups.
Fiolian and Blanton (1987) point out chat, "Although the literature is replete
with descriptions of the problems faced by experienced teachers. very little is
known about wbether these or similar problems are encountered by inexperienced
teachers and teacher tr.linecs- (p. 158). It is worthwhile then, to examine the stress
experienced in student teaching. In their study, Fimian and Blanton conclude that,
when compared with more experienced teachers. trainees and fIrst-year teachers
express fewer stressor items; however. the stress factors which they do experience
are similar to those evidenced in the experienced teacher population.
Morris and Morris (1980. as cited in Bowers, Ecbner, and Sacks. 1983). in
a review of the research on stress in student teaching, identified four major areas
of stress for student teacbers: student behaviour, relationsbip with superiors, self-
adequacy, and learner achievemenL Morris and Morris concluded that in all areas
except learner achievement. the stress was highest at the beginning of student
teaching and generally declined toward the end of the experience.
Davis (1990) ad.m.inistered a questionnaire to forty-four secondary student
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teachers. He found that the following top three factors were cited with almost
equal frequency: time pressu.re. the classroom situation (including topics such as
class control and teaching unmotivated students), and the cooperating teacher.
Kaunitz. Spokane, Lisstiz. and Strein (1986) cite evidence which shows the
similarities between the sttessful situations encountered by experienced teachers and
those encountered by student teachers. "For example. both groups report stress in
simations involving student discipline, pedagogical functions, successful
performance. and organizational matters" (Campbell and Williamson, 1974;
Dropkin and Taylor. 1963; Sinclair and Nicoll. 1980)," (p. 169). Kaunitz et at. go
on to cite additional sources of stress felt by student reachers. whicb include:
pupils liking them; being accepted; knowledge of the subject matter, what to do in
case they make a mislake or run out of material; relating personally and
professionally to other faculty members. cooperating teacher, supervisors. the
school system. and parents; disciplining and motivating students; maintaining
control; and achieving lesson goals.
Although many of the stressors experienced by student teachers are similar
to those of experienced teachers (such as class control and time management>,
student teachers encountered additional sources of stress relating to the nature of
the student teaching practicum. MacDonald «(993), in a study on stress in student
teaching, found that the subjects viewed the student teaching practicum as the most
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stressful part of their teacher education program. These categories of factors were
found to be significant sources of stress:
role clarification (not knowing their role in the cooperating teacher' 5
classroom),
expectations (not knowing what was expected of them by their cooperating
teacher),
conformity (their need to "fit in" to an already established structure),
time constraints.
evaluation and inconsistency with evaluation criteria.
assignments,
discussions with peers which led to comparisons. and
lack of feedback.
Briggs and Richardson (1992) examined student teachers' perceptions of
problems that they would experience in student teaching. The top three ranked
items were:
L "Because these are the problems I have observed prior to student teaching."
2. "Because of lack of classroom experience."
3. "Because these are concerns of public school teachers with whom I have
worked_" (p_ 270)
In summary, although there has been little research done on stress in student
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reaching. the existing literature sbows it to be a stressful experience. comparable
in magnitude to the stress felt by experienced teachers. The question remains as





The subjects for the present study were a group of 221 student teaching
interns from Memoria! University of Newfoundland wbo completed their four-
month field placement in either December 1992 or April 1993. In total. 423
questionnaires were administered. giving a return rate of 52.2%. Given the
proportions of males to females. rural to urban. elementary to secondary. and the
age range of the respondents. one can conclude that this sample is representative
of the population of student teaching interns from Memorial University of
Newfoundland.
Table 1
Number of Student Teaching Interns Surveyed
f~"~' 1~;~Nlm!\ler 41>'" •• '~"oi;'; <l'••
Responded 221 52.2
Did not Respond 202 47.8
Total 423 100
As Table 2 shows. both males and females were well represented in this
sample. with 80 males and 139 females. This corresponds to the survey of
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graduate interns conducted by Clarke, auen. Klas. and NetteD (1994), whose
respondents were approximately 30% males and 70% females.
Table 2
Sex of Intern Respondents
N = 221
~,;)fit~~ ~' '.; '" .... ~ ~ ;>~.. "
MaJe 80 36.2
Female 139 62.9
No Response 2 .9
Total 221 100
The age of the respondents ranged from 20 years old to "over 40." The
majority of the sample (95%) were between 20 and 30 years of age, with nearly
SO% in the 20 to 25 age range. The age of the respondents in this sample is
representative of the total population of sDJdent reachers. the majority of whom can










Over 40 2 .9
No Response 1 .5
Total 221 100
For the purpose of this analysis, the definition of an urban area suggested
by the Department of Education was used (see Appendix A). Urban areas included
communities with a population of 5000 or more. As Table 4 shows. 71 of the
respondents completed their four-month field placement in rural schools. while 72
were placed in urban schools. The high "no response" rate may be related to the
issue of anonymity. Since many schools had just one student teacher placement,
identifying the school would mean identifying the respondenL
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Table 4











Table 5 classifies respondents by grade level. [n question four of the
questionnaire. pertaining to degree awarded. a large percentage of the sample
responded "not applicable." This is an obvious fault with the wording of the
questionnaire. The questionnaire used in the present study was adapted from a
survey designed for graduates in the work field. Since the questionnaire used in
the present study was tailored for student teachers, the majority of whom have not
obtained a degree. the question should have read. "Degree to be awarded upon
graduation." Some of the respondents made note of this and responded so that a
portion of the sample could be classified according to grade level. One can assume
that the proportion of elementary to secondary student teachers is representative of
the entire sample. since it corresponds to the proportion of questionnaires sent to
elementary and secondary schools.
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Table 5
Intern Respondents by Grade Level
N = 221
Comparison Sample
Subjects from the present study were compared [0 subjects surveyed in the
Graduate Survey. Faculty ofEducation J986~1990 (Clark. Cluett, Klas. and NetteD.
1994). Subjects from the graduate survey were 543 teachers who graduated from
Memorial University's Faculty of Education between 1986 and 1990. This sample
was shown to be representative of teachers in Newfoundland and Labrador in terms
of proportions of rural to urban. elementary to secondary. and male to female
respondents.
The sample size of 543 represents a 24.8% response rate. To ensure the
representativeness of the sample. Clark et aI. choose 25 non-respondents, based on
geographic location, to complete the questionnaire. The responses of this group
showed a high degree of congruency with the sample group. They also compared
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the employment rate of the respondents (75%) with the payroll records for the
Province of Newfoundland (78% of Memorial University's education graduates)
and found a high congruency. As a final measure of representativeness. they
compared the respondents' subject area major and type of degree earned with the
graduation lists for the Faculcy of Education as a whole and also found similar
proportions.
Table 6 indicates the general age of the graduate sample population. Nearly
50% of the respondents were between 26 and 30 years of age.
Table 6
Age of Graduate Respondents
N= 543





Over 40 96 17,7
Total 543 100
As Table 7 shows. approximately one-third of the respondents to the
graduate survey have held a position in an urban area, and nearly 80% have held
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a position in a rural area. Clark: et al. cite this and other evidence which shows
that flnding employment in the AValOR region is less likely for recent graduates.
Table 7
Number of Positions Held by Graduates in Rural and Urban Areas
N=543
A fmal factor wllich can be examined when considering the demographics
of this sample is the undergraduate degree which they hold. Table 8 shows the
proportion of degrees awarded to elementary and secondary teachers.
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Table 8
Number of Education Undergraduate Degrees Awarded by Category
N =543
Conjoint (B.A. and 272 43.1
BEd., B.Se. and BEd.)
and BEd. (Sec. degree)




Total number of degrees reported as received by respondents for the years
1965 '0 1990.
In summary. the present study not only examines a sample of student
teaching interns. but also compares this sample with a sample of teachers who
graduated from Memorial University's Faculty of Education. In order to draw
conclusions from the present study, both samples must be representative of their
parent populations. [t bas been demonstrated that respondents to both surveys
possess characteristics similar to those of their parent population, so that
generalizations can be made from these samples.
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lnstrument
The questionnaire which was administered in the present study is entitled
"Memorial University of Newfoundland Survey of Interns 1992. 1993" (see
Appendix B). [t is an adaptation of "Memorial University of Newfoundland Survey
of Graduates 1986. 1988. 1990." which was administered and analyzed by a team
of researchers from Memorial University's Faculty of Education. The questionnaire
items for the graduate survey are based on factors shown to be relevant in current
research in the field of education. The questionnaire was pre-tested on a group of
25 experienced teachers. The necessary adapro.tions and modifications were made
by the team of researchers.
The adaptations for the present study involved omitting sections of the
graduate survey pertaining to personal information and program pn=paration. The
items included in the intern survey ace worded precisely as in the graduate survey.
although instructions may vary slightly. The intern survey is comprised of three
parts. Part A consists of four questions pertaining to personal information. Part
B is an item on stress, in which respondents had to rank seven common teacher
stresSOfS. Part C is a Likert-type section on perceived competency levels. with a
total of 13 competency items and 61 sub-items. Ratings could range from I-Poor.
2-Fair. 3·Satisfactory. 4-Good. 5-Excellent, and N/A-Not Applicable. The preseot
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soody was based on the assumption that this instrument describes the competencies
which are essential for success in classroom teaching and that student teachers are
adequately able to assess the degree of development of these competencies in their
behaviour.
The questionnaire used in the preseot study was administered to the student
teachers by their university supervisor at the end of their field placemeoL The
questionnaire was anonymous and completed on a voluntary basis on the subject's
own time. It was then rewmed. to the supervisor to be forwarded to Memorial
University's Faculty of Education.
Analysis or lhe Data
Information from Pact A of the questionnaire was analyzed to determine the
breakdown in percentage of the sample in relation to gender. age, rural to urban
placement. and elementary to secondary placemeoL
Each of the seven items in Part B of the questionnaire was analyzed to
determine the frequency of each possible response, where 1 = least stressful and
7 = most stressful The mean ranking was then calculated. along with the standard
deviation. These mean rankings could then be used to give an overall ranking of
this item for the entire sample.
Part C of the questionnaire is comprised of thirteen Liken-type items. each
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with a number of sub-items rated 00 the same Likert-type scale. Each item was
analyzed separately [0 determine the frequency of each possible response (1 to 5,
and N/A). The mean rating and standard deviation were then calculated directly
from lhe processing of response values.
In order to dctelllline whether significant differences e,ust between the
competency ratings of elementary and secondary sbldent teacbcl'1. a one-way
analysis of variance was run on each item (p < 0.05).
The results obtained from the present study were also compared to those
obtained in Clark et aI.'s (1994) survey of graduates. This analysis allowed
comparisons to be made between novice teacheIS (defined as student teachers) and
expert teachers (defined as teachers with two or more yean of teaching
experience). The competency ratings of novice teachers were compared to those
of expert teachers using a onc-way analysis of variance (p < 0.05), The mean
rankings of stressors by novices were compared to those of expens to determine
whether these groups differed qualitatively in how they ranked the seven items.
A one-way analysis of variance (p < 0.05) was also conducted on each of the seven
items to determine whether a significant difference exists in the mean ranking of
each item for the two groups.
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Summary
The present study surveyed a group of 221 student teaching interns from
Memorial University's Faculty of Education. Comparisons were made within this
group. and between this group and a group of graduates from the same program.
Both the sample group and the comparison group were shown to be fairly
representative of their parent populations.
The instrument employed in this study was an adaptation of the
questionnaire which was administered to the graduate sample. Tbe insttumcot is
valid in terms of surveying items shown to be relevant in current research in the
field of education.
Items were analyzed by calculating means and standard deviations.
Comparisons between samples were made using a one-way analysis of variance (p
< 0.05).
The methods employed in the present study to sample the population. design
and administer the questionnaire and to analyze the data, allow this researcher to
draw valid conclusions from the findings.
CHAPTER 4
Analysis of the Data, Results, and Discussion
Student Teachers' Self·Ratings or Competency Items
Table 9 reports the mean peoceived competeDcy ratings reported by student
leaching interns for the various competencies in Part C of the survey. Scores by
grade level and expert/novice classification are given only if the mean score of the
two groups differs significantly at the 0.05 level of significance.
It is apparent from Table 9 that nearly all of the scores are close to 4 on the
Liken scale. where I-Poor. 2-Fair. 3-Satisfactory. 4-Good. and 5-ExceUent. Only
five scores feU below a mean of 350: Q4. Q4.1, Q4.2. QIO.4. and Qll.l. The
lowest mean score of 3.46 was given on Q4 and QlO.4; however. even these are
still considerably above satisfactory. Respondents rated competency items Q7
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Table 10 shows the incidence of poor or fair ratings of competency items
by the respondents. On fourteen of the items. there were no poor or fair ratings
given. On 68% of the items. less than 5% of the sample rated their competence
as either poor or fair. On only 12% of the items did more than 5% of the sample
rate their competence as either poor or fair. and only one of these items (QIO.4)
had higher than 10% of the respondents give a poor or fair rating.
Table 10
Incideoce of Poor or Fair Ratings









SbJdent teaching interns from Memorial University clearly feel more than
satisfied with their competency in all areas surveyed. en interpreting these results,
it is important to keep in mind the issue of leniency errors. Research has shown
that student teachers consistently rate their competeocies higher than do their
cooperating teacher or university supervisor (Wheeler and Knoop. 1982; Briggs.
Ricbardson. and Sefzik. 1985; Briggs. 1991). Therefore. although the student
teachers in this study feel confident in their teaching competencies, their
supervisors may not perceive them as possessing the same degree of competency
in the areas surveyed. As bas been DOted previously in this sbJdy, however, the
feeling of competency is an important affective outcome of sbJdent teaching. As
well. student teachers are better able to differentiate between their competencies
than are their supervisors, who are limited by halo effects (Wheeler and Knoop.
1982). It was the purpose of the present study to examine, not the actual level of
competence. but student teachers' self-perceived level of competence. It can be
concluded, then, that Memorial University's Faculty of Education sends forth
graduates who feel competent in their teaching abilities.
Although the overall feeling of competence is good, student teachers clearly
feel more competent in some areas than in others. As Table 10 shows. a relatively
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low proportion of subjects gave a response of poor or fair throughout me
questionnaire. It is wonhwbile to examine. however. the items to which subjects
gave a R:latively low rating, while keeping in mind that even the lower-rated items
were still considerably above satisfactory.
Subjects gave the lowest rating (n = 3.46) to Q4: "Demonstrate a knowledge
of the Newfoundland and Canadian school system.~ Student teachers feel that they
have "satisfactory to good" knowledge of their national and local school systems;
this topic is dealt with in at least three optional education courses: "History of
North American Education," "The History of Education in Newfoundland Since
1800," and "Education and Culmre" (Memorial Univusiry of Newfowu/1and
Calendar 1992-93. p. 221). There are also several courses listed which deal with
Native Education. Therefore, this competency area could be further improved upon
by selecting one of these courses as an elective.
Student teachers gave a similar low rating (n = 3.46) to QlO.4: "Use
information from system-wide standardized testing when appropriate to plan
instruction." In che GradllLlte Survey Faculty ofEducation 1986-1990. Clark: eta!.
(1994) point out that. "System·wide tests are rareLy intended to guide mstlUction.
but are instead designed to be summative" (p. 157). In fact. system·wide tests are
more likely to be used to guide insttuetion for special education teachers. not
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regular classroom teachers. Therefore, although student teachers related their
competency lower than most others, it appears to be a competency that would Dot
be necessary for most regular classroom teachers.
Other items to which subjects responded slightly below a mean of 3.50
were: 04.1: "Know and understand the governance of schools from the local.
provincial. and denominational levels," and Q4.2: "Understand bow the
organization of the district and school bas an impact upon the individual teacher."
Both of these items are sub-competencies to Q4 and deal with the same issue of
knowledge of the school system. Again, these competencies can be directly taught
to education students. and elective cowres dealing with this topic are offered
through the Faculty of Education.
Finally. respondents gave a comparatively low eating (0 = 3.47) to Qll.l:
"Obtain and use information about students from available records." This sub-
competency area falls under the domain of meeting the needs of exceptional
students. As is the case with QlO.4. this would be a competency required much
more by a special education teacber than by a regular classroom teacher. It is not
surprising, then, that this item received a low rating.
Since the intent of this study is to provide information for the purpose of
improving Memorial University's teacher training program, the focus should be 00
both competencies needing further emphasis and on competencies that are well-
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addressed and that should be kept at their current level. Thus. it is interesting to
also note the areas in which sb.ldent teachers feel most competent. The overall
highest rating (0 = 4.60) was given to Q12.4: '"Demonstrate ethical behaviour."
There is a clearly deftned code of ethics for teachers in Newfoundland and
Labrador which can be easily accessed by student teachers. The issue of ethical
behaviour is dealt with in several required courses in the field components and in
at least onc optional education course: "School Law For Teachers." It is
interesting to note as well that the graduates from the Clark et aI. study also gave
the highest rating to this item.
The data from this srudy clearly suggests that student teachers feel quite
satisfied with their teaching competencies. Such a feeling of competence in
teaching slcills and abilities can only come from one's training and/or actual
teaching experience. Since the subjects in the present study have had no teaching
experience other than their four-month internship, which constiwtes part of their
training. it can be concluded that the feeling of competence was gained through
Memorial University·s teacher training program.
Differences in the Self.Ratings of Competency Areas as a Function of
Grade Level
In examining elementary/secondary differences in self-ratings of perceived
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competency, it is interesting to note that. although not all differences
statistically significant. elememary interns rated themselves higher than secondary
interns on 11 of the 13 major competency areas and 50 of the 61 sub-competency
areas.
Table 9 indicates on which competency areas elementary and secondary
student teachers gave significantly different ratings. Significant differeoces were
found on one major competency area (Q 12) and seven sub-competency areas (Q3.1.
Q3.3, Q6.5, Q6.6, Qll.l, Q13.2, and QI3.5). In each case. elementary student
teachers gave themselves a higher rating than their secondary counterpartS at the
0.05 level of significance.
Elemenlacy student teachers from the present study felt much better about
their ability to "meet professional responsibilities" (Q12) than did secondary student
teachers. This category involves such responsibilities as professional development.
seLf-evaluation. working with colleagues. and following school district policies.
The ability to meet professional responsibilities. then. seems to be an important
aspect of competence, since one cannot improve upon teaching skills and abilities
without self-cvaluation and professional developmenL
Elementary student teachers gave significantly higher ratings to Q3.1: "Know
and. understand the major theories of human development, " and Q3.3: "Know about
various leaching styles and learning styles and understand their interrelationship."
S3
In examining the degree regulations for elementary majors. as opposed to
secondary majors. one may easily account for this ftnding. The 1992-93 degree
regulations for elementary candidates specifies three required courses relating to
development and teachinglleaming styles: (I) lnrroduction to Child Development.
(2) Principles and Practices of Teaching. and (3) lntroduction to Human Learning
(Memorial Universiry of Nl!Wfoundland Calendar 1992·93. p. 209). Elementary
swdent teachers may bave felt more competent than secondary student teachers in
their underslanding of human development and teachinglleamlng styles because
they received more training in these areas.
Elementary student teachers also felt more competent in lheir use of
instructional techniques. They gave significantly higher ratings to Q6.S: '"Use a
balance of individual. small group. and large group instlUctionaJ arrangements; and
Q6.6: "Match teaching styles and methods with the learning situation and the
leaming styles of students." Again, these differences may be accounted for by
examining degree regulations. Elementary degree candidates were required to
complete a course dealing specifically with curriculum. focusing on teaching styles
and the learning environment They were also required to complete a course
entitled "Principles and Practices of Teaching," dealing with planning and directing
a variety of leaming experiences for students (Memorial University of
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Newfoundland Cal,ndar 1992-93. p. 207). Then: wen: no comparable required
courses for secondary degree candidates.
One of the lowest rated hems for the overall sample was Q11.1: "Obtain
and use information about students from available records." Elementary student
teachers, however. gave a significantly higher rating to this item than did secondary
student teachers. As is the case with the previously discussed items, this difference
may be accounted for by examining the teacher training program. Elementary
degree candidates for 1992-93 were required to complete a course on assessment
whicb dealt with. in part. the interpretation and application of Standardized test
scores (Memorial Universiry of Newfoundland Calendar 1992-93, p. 207). This
course had no comparable required counterpart in the secondary program.
Finally. elementary student teachers gave significantly higber ratings than
secondary student teachers to Q132: "Obtain and use information about students
from parents," and Q13.5: ·Use community resources in instruction." Although
there are no actual education course listings which deal with parental and
community involvement in leaching. elemenwy degree candidates receive more
training in topics such as instructiooal techniques. individual learning styles.
teaching styles and methods. and programme developmeot With their additional
lrainJng in lhese areas, elemenwy student teachers may feel more competent in
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their ability to use information from parents and community resources to guide
instruction.
The findings from the present study are consistent with the research
literature on differences between elementary and secondary majors. As bas been
noted in Chapter 2 of the present study, differences have been demonsttated
between these two groups in terms of: the quality of their field experiences
(Killian and McIntyre, 1986); their entry characteristics into teaching (Killian and
McIntyre, 1988; Book and Freeman. 1986); their primary concerns as teachers
(Pigge and Marso. 1989); their conceptions of a good teacber (Weinstein. 1988);
their responses to disruptive learners (Niemann. Ball. and CaldweU. 1989); and
their self-ratings of select teilching competencies (Briggs and Sefzik. 1985; Briggs,
1991).
Overall, me findings show that elementary teachers and student teachers
report a better quality of field experience and higber ratings of self-perceived
competence than their secondary counterparts. The present study demonstrates that
elementary student teachers from Memorial University perceive themselves to be
more competent in select teaching skills and abilities than do secondary student
teachers. although both groups rated their competencies quite highly.
Given the differences in competency ratings. one might speculate that
elementary student teachers feel more competent because they have less difficult
56
concepts to teach. It might also be argued, however. that secondary student
teachers would feel quite competeDt because they work largely in subject areas in
which they bold degrees. As well. many of the items surveyed do not deal with
the actual teaching of subject matter (for example. "meeting professional
responsibilities").
It might be s~ulated that the differences in ratings reflect, not the entire
training program. but only the student teaching experience. Killian and Mcintyre
(1986; 1988) cited evidence which shows that elementary and secondary majors
differ significantly in the quality of their field experience. The elementary subjects
from their studies reported a bener quality field experience, with more direct
interaction with students and cooperating teachers.
Finally. it might be argued that secondary student teachers are just as
competent as elementary student teachcn. but are more reluctant to rate themselves
as so. There seems to be no factor, however. which points to, or can account for
greater leniency effects by secondary majors. either in the study or in the literature.
Another explanation for the current fIndings is that elementuy degree
candidates may have a better training program foc their needs, than do their
secondary counterparts. There are clear differences between the two preparation
programs. with the secondary program focusing more on the subject area to be
taught and methods for teaching this subject, while the elementary program focuses
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more 00 the overall elementary curriculum and more general teaching methods.
The 1992-93 regulations for the degree of Bacbelor of Education. Primary and
Elementary. specifies that candidates must complete a minimum of twenty-three
courses in education. Candidates were also required to enrol in a four-momh
internship. after successful completion of the Professional Yeat. "The Professional
Year consists of ten specified education courses and the compulsory concurrent
non-credit field experience" (Memorial Unjv~rsjty ofN&4oundland Calendar 1992-
93, p. 206). The secondary program for 1992-93 required only twelve courses in
education. and the internship was an option as opposed to a requirement Swdents
enroted in the secondary preparation program did not complete a Professional Year
(see Appendix C for degree requirements).
In comparing these findings to those of Clark et a1. (1994), it is interesting
to note that secondary teachers who graduated from Memorial University also
scored themselves lower than other teachers on a wide range of competency items.
As Clark et al. point out, several of these differences are not explicable unless we
presume differences in the quality and/or amount of professional training.
In all, the fmdings from the present study, as well as those from the Clark
et al. study, point toward the conclusion that Memorial University's elementary
teacher training program produced graduates who felt more competent in their
S8
teaching skills and abilities than did those from the secondary program. This
finding is not surprising. considering the differences in the two programs. In recent
years, however. changes have beeD made in the secondary degree regulations. one
of which requi..-es secondary candidates to complete an internship program.
There are also new required courses in the secondary degree program which
were not offered in the old program (see Appendix D). These courses will be
examined as they relate to elementary and secondary differences in competency
ratings. One such course is "Effective Teaching." This course covers topics such
as classroom management. planning, general models of teaching, and deals with
teaching strategies such as grouping. The course allows for simulated teacbiDg
experience. The competencies which arc dealt with in Q6.5 (grouping) and Q6.6
(teaching scyles and methods), although not dealt with in the old program. are now
covered WIder new secondary degree regulations.
Another required course in the new secoodacy degree regulations is "1be
Nature of Late Adolescence," which relates to competency item 3.1: "Know and
understand the major theories of human development." and Q3.3: "Know about
various teaching styles and learning styles and understand their interrelationsh.ip."
In the old program. degree candidates had a choice of one of three courses, each
dealing with one or the other of these competencies. The new course deals with
adolescent development and relates it to teaching and learning. thus covering both
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competency items.
The new degree requirements include a required course in evaluation of
Teaching and Learning.- This course deals. in part. with assessing students and
applying assessment results. The course relates to competency item Qll.l:
"Obtain and use information about students from available records." which was
rated significantly lower by secondary studcnlleachers from the old program, as
compared to their elementary counterparts.
As with the old program. there are no COW"SeS dealing with parental and
community involvement in teaching. Given the additional training in topics such
as planning. teaching strategies. models of teaching, and learning styles, secondary
student teachers frOID the new program may feel more competent in their ability
to use information from parents and community resources to guide instruction.
The other item which received a significantly lower rating by secondary, as
compared to elementary sb.Jdent teacbers. was Q12: "Meet professional
responsibilities." This was the only major competency item in which a significant
difference was found. Since there is no course in either the elemeotary or
secondary (new or old) programs dealing with this topic, it is difficult to speculate
as to the cause of this finding. It is possible that the higher rating reflects the
overall greater feeling of competency by elementary student teachers.
In conclusion. there was a tendency for elementary student teachers in the
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present study to rate their self-perceived competency higher than secondary student
teaebe~. It seems that differences in training programs for the two groups may
account for this finding. Since the data for the present study were: coUected,
however, changes have been made in the secondary teacher preparation pcogram..
many of which compensate for deficiencies in the old program. It would be
wonhwhile to compare the self-ratings of competency for secondary student
teachers in the new versus the old programs.
Expert and Novice Differences in Self~Ratingsof Competence
In comparing the presentswdy to the findings of OarketaL (1994), aneean
examine the differences. in terms of self-perceived competence, between student
teachers from Memorial University and. teachers with varying years of experience.
For the purpose of classification. student teachers were given the title "novice,"
while the title "Cltpert" refers to those teachers from the Clack et a1. study with two
or more years of teaching experience.
The literature is replete wiLh examples of expert and novice differences in
teaching. These differences have been explained in terms of: stages (Bloom and
Jorde-Bloom, 1987; Dreyfus and Dreyfus, 1986), primary concerns (Fuller, 1969),
images (Calderhead and Robson, 1991), and schemata (Rich. 1993).
Recent research on expert and novice teachers shows that there are
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qualitative differences between these two groups in terms of tbeic teaching
practices. In general. the expert teacher has been shown to be more skillful and,
in a sense, more competent than the novice teacher. For e;umple. Rich (1993)
showed how me advanced schemata of experts allows them to understand
classroom events in a way that is more elaborate. interrelated. and accessible than
that of a novice. Calderhead and Robson (1991) demonstrated that the knowledge
of an expert teacher is more organized than that of a novice. Sabers, Cushing, and
Berliner (1991) found that expert teachers. as compared to novices and advanced
beginners, were better able to monitor classroom events, interpret instructional
strategies. and offer solution strategies for classroom problems. Clarridge and
Berliner (1991) found that experts were more likely than novices or advanced
beginners to attribute abilities to students and to predict performance based on
ability. Experts were more Likely to attribute negative student behaviour to factors
over which they had no control (for example, students' disliking of math), while
beginning teachers attributed such behaviour to factors within their control (for
example, content of the lesson). Livingston and Borko (1989) demonstrated that
expert and novice teachers differ in terms of their lesson planning, interactive
teaching, and their post·lesson reflections. Reynolds (1992) found experts to be
more proficient in planning lessons than are novices. They are better equipped at
handling discipline problems and in answering students' questions. Expert teachers
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are also better able to reflect on their own teaching and 00 student responses in
order 00 refine their own teaching practices.
Research bas demonstrated the superiority of expert over novice teachers in
nearly every aspect of leaching. Given theses findings. one might assume that
more experienced reachers would rate their leaching competencies significantly
higher than would novice teachers. As Table 9 shows, however, this hypothesis
is nOl supported by the present study. There were no significant differences
between the ratings of expert and novice teachers on any of the thirteen major
competency items. Only eight of me sixty-one sub-items reflected significant
differences in ratings. with experts rating themselves higher on only six of these
sub-items.
Experts gave significantly higher ratings to Q2.3: ·Understand the purpose
and value of the material to be taugbL" and Q2.4: "Know appropriate sources of
additional infolUlation about the material to be taughL" Both of these items relate
to knowledge of the academic content of the subject to be taUghL This finding
supports the premise that experts have a better content knowledge of the subject
material to be laughL Berliner (1991) holds that experts have a greater content
knowledge than novices. "Here we refer to a teacher's llOderstanding of the
structure, salient concepts. relations among concepts, and ways of thinking that are
characteristics of such curriculum. areas as history. physics. or English Iiterarure"
63
(p. 147). This need for content knowledge is also recognized by Livingston and
Borko (1989). They suggest that student teachers should teach subjects for which
they have strong content preparation, and they should teach the same content more
than oncc.
Experts also gave higher ratings on Q42: "Understand how the organization
of the district and school has an impact upon the individual teacher," and Q4.4:
"Understand the rights and responsibilities of sQjdents, parents. and teachers." Both
of these items are sub-items to Q4. dealing with knowledge of the Newfoundland
and Canadian school system. As has been pointed out, this is one of the lowest
rated items for the sample of student teacbers. There are, however, at least three
optional education courses which deal with this topic. (t seems, then. that this
knowledge may come as much from experience in teaching as from the teacher
preparation program.
Experts gave a significantly higher rating to Q7.5: "Handle discipline fairly
and consistently." This is consistent with the findings on stress in the present
study. The topic of classroom. management was ranked as the greatest stressoc by
both novice and experienced teachers in this study. It was given a significantly
higher mean ranking by student teachers than by experienced teachers. The student
teachers' lack of self-perceived competence in this area may be due to this topic
not baving been adequately dealt with in the teacher training program. but it may
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also reflect that the ability to bandle discipline increases with teaching experience.
Finally, experts gave a significantly higher rating than novices on QIl.2:
"Identify students who require a refenal to obtain the assistance of specialists."
This sub-item falls under the domain of meeting the needs of exceptional swdents.
This appears to be a competency area required much more by special education
teachers than by regular classroom teachers. In the teacher training program, in
fact, most of the courses dealing with this topic are restricted to special education
majors. The ability to identify special needs students. however. would be required
by a regular classroom teacher. since it is this teacher who must identify the
students and make the referral. Again. this ability likely improves with experience.
as well as resulting from training.
It was surprising to find. in the present srudy, mal novices gave a higher
self~rating of competency than expett5 on two items. Q8.2: "Engage student in
selecting their own learning objectives and activities." and Q13.5: "Use community
resources in instruction." [t is difficult to account for this finding, since there have
not been significant changes in the teacher preparation progrnm for the two groups.
Since the novice group lacks the experience of expens. it cannot be explained by
actual job experience. It remains a possibility, then, that student teachers may
over·rate their competence. This hypothesis is consistent with research literature
on student teacher self-rating of competency, which shows that they tend to rate
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themselves higher than would their peers or supervisors (Wheeler and Knoop.
1982; Holzbach. 1978; Briggs and Sefzik. 1985; Briggs. 1991).
The surprising finding in this study is not the differences between the two
groups of subjects. but the similarities between them. Both the experts and the
novices gave the highest rating to item 12.4. referring to ethical behaviour. Both
groups gave the lowest rating to item 10.4: "Using information from system-wide
standardized testing when appropriate to plan instruction." As with the present
swdy. the teachers from the Clark et aI. study felt more than satisfied with their
competency in all areas surveyed Contrary to what one would expect. expert
teachers rated themselves higher than novices on only six of a tow of seventy-four
items.
One possible explanation for this fmding bas already been touched upon in
the present discussion. There is ample research which shows the tendency of
student teachen; to over-rate their competence when their ratings are compared to
those of their peers and supervisors. It may be the case that student teachers do
not possess the same skill level and competency as expen teachers. but they
perceive themselves as so. The fact that novices rated themselves higher than
experts on two items. despite having no additional training or experience, supports
this hypothesis.
Another possible explanation for the present finding involves the
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classification scheme. This researcher classified student teachers as novices and
experienced teachers from the Clark et aI. study as experts. The problem is.
however. the subjects from the Clark. et aI. study graduated in either 1986. 1988,
or 1990. Most of the expert group would probably have only between two and six
years of teaching experience. Some researchers would classify the experts from. the
present study as advanced beginners, where experts have five or more years of
teaching experience. advanced beginners are student teachers or fl!St-year teachers.
and novices have no pedagogical training (Berliner. 1991; Sabers. Cushing. and
Berliner. 1991; Ctarridge and Berliner, 1991). Dreyfus and Dreyfus (1986, as cited
in Berliner, 1991), propose a five stage model in the progression from novice to
expert novice. advanced beginner, competent performer. proficient teacher. and
expert. As with the present study, Dreyfus and Dreyfus would classify student
teachers as novices. The experts from the present study, however. could be
classified as competent performer, proficient teacher or expert, by the Dreyfus and
Dreyfus model. The reason for me lack of differentiation between novice and
expert in tbe present study may be attributed 00 me fact that some of the
experienced teachers do not have enough experience to qualify ilS expens.
In their study, Clark: et at. (1994), specula[ed as [Q whether [he feeling of
competence demonsttated by their subjects was due to tbeir naining program at
Memorial Universi[)' or due [0 job experience (p. 156). Since the novices from the
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present study rated their competency about as high as the experts from the Clark
et aI. study. it seems that the feeling of competence is more a product of Memorial
University's leaCher training program.
Student Teachers' Rankings oC Seven Common Teacher Stressors
In Pan B of the survey. respondents were asked to rank: seven teacher
sttessors in tenns of bow stressful each was to the respondent (1 = least stressful.
7 = most stressful). Table Il presents the mean rankings and smndard deviations
of each of me seven stressors.
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Table 11
Mean Rankings and Standard Deviations for Seven Stressors,















Getting along with and
working with other
teachers








These findings are consistent with current research on teacher stress. Fuller
and Brown (1975) described concerns about class control as the most significant
stressor for student teachers. Borko. Lalik. and Tomchin (1987) found that student
teacher.> viewed behaviour problems as a major factor conbibuting to unsuccessful
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lessons. How they handled discipline influenced their perceptions of themselves
as successful teacbers. Borg and Riding (1991). in a review of the literature 00
factors related to teacher SlreSs, found that teachers reported the greatest stress
ratings for factors related to pupil misbehaviour and time/resource difficulties.
These two factors were also rated as most stressful by student teachers in the
present study. Blase (1986) also found student discipline to be a major source of
stress for teachers. Time resources roUawed as a significant stressor. Davis (1990)
listed three top stressors for student teachers which were cited with almost equal
frequency: time pressure, the classroom situation (including such topics as class
control), and the cooperating teacher. Kyriacou (1987), although be did Dot rank
order stressors, listed these as sources of stress for teachers: pupil misbehaviour,
working conditions, relationships with coUeagues. salary. status. and role conflicL
Morris and Morris (1980. as cited in Bowers. Eichner. and Sacks. 1983). in a
summary of research on stress in student teaching, found foue major areas of stress:
student behaviours, relationships with supervisors, self-adequacy, and learner
achievement In the Borg and Riding study. factors related [0 poor staff
relationships and professional recognition needs were rated as the least stressful.
Although the preseot study did not target professional recognition needs, as with
Borg and Riding, the two factors relating to staff relationships were rated as le41St
stressful by the respondents.
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The rankings of stress factors by student teachers are nearly identical to
those by experienced teachers from the Oark. et a1. study. In comparing lhis dara
to a similar study conducted more than ten years ago (Klas. Kennedy, and Kendall-
Woodward. 1984: Klas. Kendall-Woodward. and Kennedy. 1985), there are
apparent differences in the rankings of sttessors by teachers. The KJas et aI. study
was based on data from 799 regular classroom and special education teachers from
Newfoundland and Labrador. The researchers found that teachers. regardless of
grade level or area taught. were experiencing a moderate level of stress. Unlike
leaChers in the present study, however. they rated time management as the most
stressful factor and parent-teacher relations as the second most stressful. The
category of student behaviour placed futh for the overall sample.
In comparing Newfoundland teacher stress rankings of the 80s to those of
r.he 90s. one can conclude that time management bas been. and continues to be. a
significant teacher stressor. The category of student behaviour. however, has
moved from. its place as a medium-level stressor, to the top stressor for
Newfoundland and Labrador teachers.
It bas been speculated in school staff-rooms across this province that student
bebaviour has deteriorated over the past decade. Students seem to bold less respect
for teachers and are more likely to assen their individual rights. This may explain
the higher ranking of student misbehaviour as a source of stress for both beginning
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and experienced teachers. It is also interesting to note the changes in classroom
sttuctllre that have occurred over the last decade. As schools in this province
incorporated a whole·language and cooperative learning approach, the layout of
classrooms has changed from the old row by row structure to more learning centers
and group worle. This, without a doubt. bas resulted in more student-to-student
interaction and less classroom structure. Teachers are no longer in the forefront.
with a captive audience of students. Students. rather, have more interaction with
each other and the learning environment. making it more difficult for teachers to
maintain control.
Expert and Novice Differences in the Rankings of Seven Common
Stressors
Student teachers rankings of stressors can be compared to those of
experienced teachers from me Clark: et aI. (1994) study. Table 12 presents the
mean rankiogs and standard deviations for the seven stressors as cited in Clark. et
a1. study.
nTable U
Mean Rankings and Standard Deviations for Seven Stressor'S,
as Ranked by Experienced Teachers
N = 221
Classroom management 4.74 1.97
and discipline
Time Management 4.70 1.93
Meeting personal and 4.30 1.80
professional goals
Parent-teacher relations 3.69 1.71
and interactions
Maintaining my health 3.40 1.74
and energy




Getting along with and 2.41 1.61
working with other
teachers
Immediately apparent from these two sets of data (Table 11 and Table 12),
is the fact that both the novice and experienced teachers gave nearly identical rank
ordering of the seven stressors. The only difference is a reversal of the fifth and
sixth ranked items. Both groups found "Classroom management and discipline" to
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be the most stressful. and "Getting along with and working with other teachers" the
least stressful. The fmdings of the present study agree with those of Kaunitz.
Spokane, Lisstiz, and Strein (1986), who cite evidence which shows that the
stressful situations encountered by experienced teachers ace very similar to those
encountered by student teachers. Both groups repon stress in situations involving
student discipline. pedagogical functions. successful performance. and
organizational matters. Fimian and Blanton (1987) also conclude that stress factors
experienced by trainees and fIrst-year teachers are similar to those evidenced in the
experienced teacher population. Fuller (1969), in his stages of concern model,
recognizes class control as a major stressor of teachers. but holds that this concern
lessens with teaching experience. The present findings provide support for Fuller's
premise. since the novice group gave a significantly higher mean ranking to this
item than did the e~pert group (see Table 13).
Not only do student teachers experience the same sources of stress as
experienced teachers. but they also experience additional sources of stress. related
largely to the nature of the student teaching practicum. MacDonald (1993) cites
these additional sources of stress for student teachers:
role clarification (not knowing their role in the cooperating teacher's
classroom).
expectations (not knowing what was e~pected of them by their cooperating
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teacher),
conformity (their role to fit in to an already established structure),
time constraints,
evaluation and inconsistency with evaluation criteria.
assignments.
discussions with peers which led to comparisons. and
lack of feedback.
Kaunitz et aI. cite additional sources of stress for student teachers: pupils liking
them; being accepted; knowledge of the subject matter. what to do in case they
make a mistake or run out of material; relating personally and professionally to
other faculty members; cooperating teachers. supervisors, the school system. and
parents; disciplining and motivating students; maintaining control; and achieving
lesson goals (p. 169). There is no doubt, therefore, that the student teacher
practicum is a stressful experience.
Although respondents in both studies were asked to rank: common stressors.
they did not rate them in terms of degree of stress (for example, [ow, moderate, or
high). Therefore, conclusions cannot be made regarding the degree of stress
experienced by Newfoundland teachers and student teachers from this study_
Although one would expect the degree of stress to lessen with experience and
expertise. Borg and Riding found that the more experienced teachers from their
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study reported greater stress than their less experienced colleagues.
Table 13 compares the mean rankings of stressors for expert and novice
teachers. with significant differences denoted by an asterisk.
Table 13
Comparison of Mean Rankings of Stressor'S
for Expert and Novice Teachers
N =221
"'Time management
Meeting personal and professional goals
Parent-teacher relations and interactions
Maintaining my health and energy
"'Getting along with and working with
school administrators/supervisors












"'Significant at the 0.05 level of significance.
The novice group ranked "Classroom management and discipline" as
significantly more stressful than the expert group, at the 0.05 level of significance.
Although it was ranked the top stressor by both groups, it seems to be significantly
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more stressful for student teachers. This is not surprising, since this group is new
to reaching and has not had experience in classroom management skills. With
experience, teachers may learn management and discipline strategies. Added to the
stress of disruptive classroom behaviour for novice teachers is the fact that they are
generally being observed and evaluated by a supervisor.
The expert group gave significantly higher rankings to "Time management,"
and "Getting along with and working with school administrators (supervisors)."
Time management may be less stressful to student teachers since, for most of the
practicum experience, they are not expected to teach a full day, but rather teach
select lessons. As well. the issue of getting along with school administrators and
supervisors would probably be less stressful for student teachers who are in the
position for only four months, as opposed to teachers were are there more long-
<erm.
Since the purpose of me present research is to guide improvements to the
teacher training program at Memorial University, the focus is on areas of
deficiency. Clearly, for both the novice and experienced teacher, maintaining
classroom management and discipline is the factor which causes the most stress.
It follows, then, that Memorial University's teacher training program should be
examined to determine whether this aspect of teaching is adequately dealt with in
the training program.
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Despite the vast documentation regarding class control and its relation to
teacher stress, it seems that the issue of how to manage a class is rarely addressed
in teacher training programs. Merrett and Wheldall (1993), in a study on classroom
management,. found that 86% of the teachers surveyed reported that they had to
learn classroom management skills on the job. It seems that the same may be true
for teachers from Memorial University. In the education degree requirements for
1992-93. none of the required courses deal directly with the issue of classroom
management and discipline. There are courses in the special education program
with deal with behaviour problems of children and adolescents, but often these
courses are restricted to special education majors. There is an optional course
listed which deals with the nature and management of stress. As Kyriacou (1987)
points out, however. "In general. strategies aimed at improving teachers'
professional skills and competencies to meet the demands of being a reacher have
proved more successful than Ehose aimed at developing psychological techniques
reducing Ehe experience of stress ..." (p_ 150). It makes sense that teachers learn
to manage disruptive behaviour, rather than manage the stress resulting from lack
of preparation and skills in this area.
CHAPTERS
Summary, Conclusion, and Recommendations
Summary of Findings
The present study provides evidence to show that student teaching interns
from Memorial University feel more than satisfied with their competency in all
areas surveyed. They feel more competent in some areas than others. They rated
themselves highest on the item referring to ethical behaviour. Relatively low
ratings were given to items dealing with knowledge of the school system and items
dealing with using information from available records or standardized testing to
guide instruction. (t is important to keep in mind. however. that even these low
ratings were still considerably above satisfactory.
In general, elementary student teachers rated themselves higher on selected
teaching competencies than did secondary student teachers. The Clark et aI. (1994)
study also found that secondary teachers who graduated from Memorial University
scored themselves lower than other teachers on a wide range of competency items.
Considering the research literature on expert/novice differences in teaching,
one might expect that more experienced teachers would rate their teaching
competencies significantly higher than novice teachers. The present study found
no significant differences in ratings on any of the thirteen major competency areas.
Experts rated themselves significantly higher than novice teachers on only six of
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the sixty-one sub-items.
Student teachers from. the present study gave the following rank ordering of
stressors, from most to least stressful:
L. Classroom management and discipline
2. Time management
3. Meeting personal and professional goals
4. Parent-teacher relations and interactions
5. Maintaining my health and energy
6. Getting along with and working with school administrators/supervisors
7. Getting along with and working with other teachers
Teachers from the Clack: et aI. study gave the fonowing rank ordering of
stressors, from most to least stressful:
l. Classroom management and discipline
2. Time management
3. Meeting personal and professional goals
4. Parent-teacher relations and interactions
5. Getting along with and working with school administrators/supervisors
6. Maintaining my health and energy
7. Getting along with and working with other teachers
Sbldent teachers from the present study gave a higher mean ranking than did
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teachers from the Clark: et aI. study on "Classroom management and discipline."
The experienced teachers gave a significantly higher mean ranking to -rime
management" and "Getting along with and worlriog with school
administrators/supervisors."
Limitations
In interpreting the findings from the present study. it is important to keep
in mind factors which may Limit generalizations. Although teachers from the Clark
et aI. (1994) study were shown to be fairly representative of the parent population.
the sample was somewhat limited in terms of age, rural/urban placement. and
teaching experience. The majority of the respondents {47.5%} were aged 26 to 30.
The average age of teachers in 1990-91. at the time the study was conducted. was
39.1 yeacs (Education Statistics E/~mencary·S~condary 1993·1994, p. 110).
Significantly more of these teacbers had held a position in a naal. as opposed to
an urban. school. As Clark el ai. point out., however...... there is considerably
more turnover in positions in the rural areas than in the urban areas of the
province" (p. 5L). Since the respondents had graduated between 1986 and 1990,
most subjects were limited to a maximum of six years of teaching experience. This
factor may aCCOlUlt for some of the lack of differentiation between the novice and
expert group in terms of their self-ratings of competency. If amount of experience
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is the key factor in the development of expertise. then most subjects from the elar:k:
et aI. study cannot be classified as expert.
In adapting the questionnaire from. the graduate survey to be used by the
srudent reaching population. this researcher over-looked an obvious fault in
wording. Question 4 of Pact A of the survey. referring to "degree awarded," should
have read '1>egree to be awarded upon graduation." Since more than balf of the
sample did Rot respond to that item, only a small number of respondents could be
classified as elementary or secondary. Although sample sizes can be considered
sufficient. the fmdings would be more conclusive given a larger sample size.
Pan C of the survey used in we present study asked respondents to rate their
level of competency on select teaching competency items. One must assume that
srudent teachers can accurately assess their level of competence in the areas
surveyed. Research shows. however, that swdent teachers may over-rate their
competency (Wheeler and Knoop. 1982; Briggs. Richardson. and Sefzik. 1985;
Briggs, 1991). Therefore, conclusions can be made about student teachers' feeling
of competence but not their actual level of competence. Furthermore, a feeling of
competence, as opposed to actual competence, does not necessarily translate to
better leaming outcomes for students.
Finally, in Part B of the swvey, respondents were asked to rank seven
common teacher stressors. The mean rank: ordering of items allowed. this
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researcher to draw conclusions as to which factors are most or least stressful for
teachers and student teachers. The respondents were not required. however, to cate
their level of stress. Conclusions cannot be made. therefore. as to whether student
teachers. or reachers from the Clark et a1. study. are experiencing a low, moderate.
or high level of stress.
Conclusions and Recommendations
Student teachers from Memorial University feel more than satisfied with
their competency in all areas surveyed. They clearly feel more competent in some
areas than in others. Respondents gave relatively lower ratings to items dealing
with knowledge of the national and local school system. Although this topic is
dealt with directly in at least three education courses, each of the courses is
optional. This researcher recommends that at least one of these courses be made
a requirement in the teacher training program.
Respondents also gave a relatively low rating to two items dealing with
using information from standardized testing or available records to guide
instruction. As has been noted previously in this study, such a skill would be more
beneficial to a special education teacher than a regular classroom teacher. This
researcher, then, would not interpret this finding as a weakness in Memorial
University's teacher training program.
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It appears from the data caUceled in this study that elementary studeot
teachers feci more competent in some of their reaching skills and abilities than do
their secondary counterparts. This premise is further supported by the fUldings of
Clark et ai. (1994). In analyzing the 1992-1993 education degree requirements. one
can easily account for this fmding. Elementary degree candidates were required
to complete twenty-three education courses. a professional year, and a four-month
internship. Secondary degree candidates were required to complete only twelve
education courses without a professional year. The internship program was an
option for the latler group. It should be nored, however, that changes have since
been made to the degree requirements. one of which is a mandatory internship for
secondary students. As weD, additional required courses have been added to the
secondary degree requirements. many of which address areas of deficiency in the
old program. This researcher recommends that further research be conducted to
determine whether secondary teachers or student teachers from the new program
feel more competent in their teaching skills and abilities than those from the old
program. Housego «(990) eltamined program changes made in 1981 to the teacber
lraining program at the University of British Columbia. He found that student
teachers' feelings of preparedness to reacb increased significantly in the new
program. This researcher speculates that the same will be found with the changes
made to Memorial University's secondary degree program..
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Although one might expect teacbers with experience to have a higher level
of self-perceived competency than novice teachers. the present findings do not
suppon that hypothesis. Despite obvious fault with the classification scheme of
expert/novice. valid conclusions can be drawn from this data.. Since both experts
and novices feel about equally competent in their teaching skills and abilities. it can
be concluded that this feeling of competency can be attributed Largely to Memorial
University's training program. as opposed to teaching experience gained in the
work field.
In comparing the rank: ordering of stressors for novice and experienced
teachers. one immediately becomes aware of the similarities (Table 11 and Table
12). Both groups gave nearly an identical mean rank: ordering of stressors.
"Classroom management and discipline~ was ranked highest by both groups but
significantly higher for novices than experts. [t is not surprising that teachers and
student teachers experience stress in dealing with this issue since. for the most pact,
this !epic is nOl dealt with in their teacher training program.. Merrett and Wheldall
(1993), in their resean:h on classroom management. noted that lhe evidence
produced so far suggests that classroom behaviour management is not a major
concern of teacher training establishments" (p. 93). Despite the lack of training in
these skills, 93% of the subjects in their study rated the ability to control a class
as "very important" and the remaining 7% rated it as "important" Eighty percent
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of the teachers in this study were prepared to attend a course on classroom
behaviour management., whicb they believed would be beneficial. particularly in the
reduction of stress. A high proportion of their subjects felt that such courses would
be of great benefit to beginning teachers. It seems that Memorial University's
teacher training program is also deficient in this area Although there are courses
dealing with problem behaviour. these are generally restricted to special education
majors. lime management,· rated as the second highest stressor by both groups.
is also absent from education course descriptions. There is an education course
offered which deals with the nature and management of stress; however. it is an
optional course and as has already been pointed out, it is better to improve
competencies than to learn to deal with the suess resulting from a lack of skill in
a certain area. This researcher recommends that the course be made a requirement
for education degree candidates. A course dealing specifically with classroom and
time/resource management should also be made a requirement of the pcogrnm. In
terms of time management. student teachers should be advised that student teaching
is a full·time job. and should be discouraged from taking outside work. During the
internship. they should be given a small pay incentive or additional allowance so
that they do not feel the need to work at outside jobs. This researcher also
recommends that they be given cwnculum. guides. textbooks. and other materials
prior to student teaching so that they may have a head start in preparing for their
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practicum.
Suggestions for Further Research
A most significant ftnding in the present study is the tendency for
elementary tcachers and student teachers to perceive themselves as more competent
than their secondary counterparts. Subsequent to data collection for lhis srudy,
however. changes have been made to education degree requirements. one of which
is a mandatory four-month internship for secondary degree candidates. A
worthwhile focus for further research would involve surveying student teachers and
graduates from the new program to determine whether they perceive themselves to
be more competent lhan their counterparts from the old program. As in the present
study. their self-perceived level of teaching competency could also be compared to
that of elementary teachers and student reachers.
Another significant finding from the present study deals with the rank
ordering of stressor items by teachers and student teachers. Although conclusions
can be made about which items are more or less stressful. this tells us very little
about the actual level of stress encountered by teachers and student teachers in the
Newfoundland and Labrador school system. An area foc further research would
involve surveying lhc actual level of stress (low. moderate. or high) produced by
these stressor items.
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Briggs and Richardson (1992) cited evidence sbowing that •As a general
rule. elementary student teacbers tend to have less stress than secondary student
teachers" (p. 268). It would be interesting to examine this data further to determine
if there ace differences in the rankings of suessors for elementary and secondary
swdent teachers. A study comparing the Quantitative level of stress for elementary
and secondary student teachers would also be interesting.
Finally, it bas been pointed out in the present study that studeot teachers
experience many of the same stressors as experienced teachers, and additional
sources of stress related to the nature of their internship. A worthwhile focus for
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Please provide the following information about yourself.
I. Gender. F__
2. Age: 20-25_ 26-3o__ 31-35_ 36-40__ over 40_
3. Name of community in which internship was completed:













Following are seven categories of stressors for teachers. Please rank them in order.
from I to 7, in terms of how stressful each category is for you. A ranking of ~7"
is most stressful.
Maintaining my health and energy.
Classroom management and discipline.
Getting along with and working widt other teachers.
Time management
Getting along with and working with school
administr.ltonlsupervisors.
Meeting persooal and professional goals.
Parent-teacher relations and interactions.
PARTe
Several teacher competencies are Listed below. Please indicate your perception of
youe present skill level using the following rating scale.
J. Demonstrate facility in oral and wriJten communication
skills.
2. Demonstrate Icnowkdge of the academic conJenl of the
subject(s) being taught.
2.1 Know and understand the major principles and concepts of the
academic area(s).
2.2 Possess accurate and up-to-date knowledge of subject matter.
2.3 Understand the purpose and value of the material to be taught.
2.4 Know appropriate sources of additional information about the
material to be [aught
2.5 Am able to teach and evaluate my students' grammac and
composition skills in the subjects [ teach.
J. Demonstrate Icnow/edge of human growth and developnunt
as it relates to the teaching·leaming process.
3.1 Know and understand the major theories of human
development.
3.2 Understand how physical, social. emotional, and intellectual
development relate to planning and organizing instruction.
3.3 Know about various teaching styles and learning styles and
understand their interrelationship.
4. Demonstrate a knowledge of the NewfoflndlmuJ and.
Canadian school system.
4. L Know and understand the governance of schools from the
local. provincial, and denominational levels.
4.2 Understand how the organization of the district and school has
an impact on the individual teacher.
4.3 Understand the role of the school as a social institution.
4.4 Understand the rights and responsibilities of students, parents.
and teachers.
5. Plan instruction to achieve selected objectives.
5.1 Identify and sequence goals of instruction.
POOR FAIR SATISFACTORY
(1) (2) (3)
5.2 Identify and sequence objectives for instruction.
5.3 Identify leaching procedures and sequence learning activities.
5.4 Select appropriate human resources, materials. and media.
5.5 Plan instructional activities which provide for individual
differences.
6. Effective implement instructional pllJns and use approprillle
instructional techniques.
6.1 Present material at a level appropriate to the needs. interests,
ability, and background of students.
6.2 Conduct learning activities in a logical sequence which is
flexible and developmentally appropriate.
6.3 Provide illustrations, examples, and applications of the
material.
6.4 Use a variety of instructional methods and materials and
incorporate advancing technology.
6.5 Use a balance of individual, small group. and large group
instructional arrangements.
6.6 Match teaching styles and methods with learning situation and
the learning styles of students.
6.7 Revise instruction on the basis of student comments.
questions. and performance.
7. Effectively communicate with students.
7.1 Provide directions and explanations in a clear. coberent, and
logical manner.
7.2 Establisb rapport and foster positive reinforcement through
verbal and non-verbal communication.
7.3 Outline expectations for students in a clear manner.
7.4 Communicate with students both individually and collectively
about their needs and progress.
7.5 Handle discipline fairly and consistently.
7.6 Recognize and understand the worth of all students and the
opportunities that racial, cultural. sexual. and religious
diversity present in the classroom.
8. FaciJiUlle die iJukpendence of tJu studelll as ka.rneT.
8.1 Recognize and eDCow-age the special interests and abilities of
individual students.
8.2 Engage swdents in selecting their own learning objectives and
activities.
8.3 Pose probing questions that stimulate students to recall.
analyze, synthesize. and evaluate.




8.5 Assist and encourage students to research issues and questions
of concern to them.
9. Effectively organize time, spaee, moterlais, and equipment
for instruction.
9.1 Establish and maintain classroom routines and procedures.
9.2 Use instructional time effectively, pace instructional activities
appropriately. and maximize students' time on task.
9.3 Provide a learning environment that is attractive and orderly.
10. Effectively assess studem needs and progress.
10.1 Select appropriate materials and procedures for assessing
student progress on objectives.
lO.2 Diagnose entry-level skills and knowledge of students.
10.3 Recognize when students ace deficient in the basic skills and
provide or recommend corrective action.
10.4 Use information from system-wide standardized testing when
appropriate to plan instruction.
10.5 Create or select assessment or evaluation instruments or
procedures to obtain information for monitoring student
progress and effectiveness of instruction.
10.6 Develop and maintain sysrems for keeping group and
individual records.
10.7 Evaluate students on the basis of criteria that are aligned with
instructional objectives.
II. Effectively meet the needs of exceptional students (e.g.~
students who are gifted, students with developmental di!/ays,
physical or emotional disabilities).
11.1 Obtain and use information about students from available
records.
11.2 Identify students who require a referral to obtain the assistance
of specialists.
11.3 Obtain and use information from colleagues to assist students
with special needs.
11.4 Provide appropriate instruction to students with special needs.
11.5 Understand the nature of the special needs of students.
11..6 Understand the pros and cons of mainstreaming.
1L.7 Awareness of some appropriate techniques and strategies to
deal with special needs of students.
J2. Meet professional responsibilities.
12.1 Demonstrate responsibility for self-growth, professional
improvement. and on-going self-evaluation.
12.2 Work cooperatively with coUeagues and administrators.
12.3 FoUow the policies. procedures. and curricula of the school
district
12.4 Demonstrate ethical behaviour.
13. Encourage and maintain the cooperative involvement and
support ofparents and the community.
L3.l Establish on-going two-way communication with parents.
13.2 Obtain and use information about students from parents.
13.3 Communicate goals and objectives for both programs and
students to parents.
L3.4 Conduct effective parent-teacher conferences.
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SUGGE$TB) COURSE SEQUENCE -
B.EMEHTARY PROGRAMME
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REGULATIONS FOR tHE CONJOINT
DEGREES OF BACHELOR OF mUCATIQN
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-.n.~shalIlnduda""~












"'-' from 3I+.~ to oorro~1M Nquhd tDtaI.
hI StulMntI-'-matorllMathemalic:smay~_or
..-a 0lUIft In Matn.rN:tic:s fdUClfion from .,.. a..
"*lWYfduealionptOQfWllfTMfoIlowInQ~Irom""
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REGULATIONS FOR THE CONJOINT
DEGREES OF BACHELOR OF EDUCATION
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REGULA"J1OH$ FOR 1ltE CONJQlNT
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REGUu.:ncws FOR 11iE CONJOINT
DEGREES OF BACHELOR OF MUSIC
(IU..tOR IN GENERAL STUDIES) AND
BACHELDA OF MUSIC EDUCA"J1ON
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REGULATIONS FOR TME BACHELOR OF
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REGULATIONS FOR T11E BACHELOR OF
EDUCAnON AS A SECOND DEGREE
{SIconciary &:bool Prapwdonl
I. TobeallglblelaraoeM ... BacfwIot~EducMion.. a
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REGt.IlATlOHS FOR ADMISSION/RE-ADMIS$ON
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2..~IO""'8.Ed.(N&Nl_OllO'l'IfMUIlhegetletal
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REGULATIONS FOR THE DEGREE OF
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_ ...um.qI~.
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--ADMISSION REQUlREMEKrs TO THE .
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cw.osz.,.
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--Shatpe. D.8_CatU:d.l.ot9h0000c.09/tCoReg<t. 8.Ed~M.Ed.~.PII.D.T• .Q:IAdM
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Ph.O.MMQ_
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spomlbiIilyindudu1M profltUiDnal pupanlion al IIJ1d'1«s.
adminietfa6CltSu>d~wnowilWOlti: in .I_wy.
and Ift:Ondafy sd>aall afId palt..-.d"')' inuitu6DnL The
woltaflh.FlllCUltyinccltparatfl<undfigradull1eanclgrad,,·
... Itlld'..1 and c:onlinUing "_Ilcn. Th. mandal<l incII.odel
lpeQali....d .enudl !of th. improv.m..-.t al pe<Ugogic::al
pnc:llce. and broadly b&$Kl f_udl far lh. &dv&nc.Im..,t
alknawl.c:lg•. TIMIFlllCUltyini!i&t.. and"spandllad'loangl
thraugh;llwid.rang<tafptog,,,,,,",..andavan.tyaffilld ..,-
..;cn. I seeks Ia PfItfJa'• .c:lucItol'Swnowilt~ a,.UQfMd
philoIophyolltduc:atian.anllPPf~af""""lltl'law4otdg<l
;s al mou -u.. a gaon"". IovlI of lIaming. and _ abiIiIy
IOltlinkcritic:ally. IltrivftlOprl'pW8lducalan;""""r.-_
:::"~afu..put,apQn__ ~anda'Oision
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8IIc:hI.....aI Uu* EidUC*llon as a SIc:ond DotgI'M

















,*-; T•.chKc.~ ia a ProvinciMfftPOlIlitIiIiIy. S/Ir
d..,.tt_lIdviuJdfOcom.ctr.-.:JMr~IIIdR.rxudI.
Dft~ntafEd~.P.O.80,l{"750.St.Johrl ... ,.....
bmdlMd, A ,eSR9. ffx.Mc. t-r;M1ing T.ac:lMrc.n:ific:atio<l
R.guldons.
ADMISSION
1. AdmisIionIa programm.. wilhinthe Fac:ullyal Educa·



















10 changa 10 ancHt\IIt" deg.ee programme within ... FaaAly
m...stwbmitanewFecultyapplic:ationlomllOlheOfficeof
::~~:,,"lwiltbeCO"sid".cl"~liofIwiltlall
4. AdmiuiotllO proQrwnmn,.;thin tha F....lIV of EdUClUion
isda~Uwd bya Sotleclions Commin.. and istlued onlhe
crilerielisledtoraldldegree/diplornaprograrnme.
S.lnspecialC&Se$,1heComminuonllflde~Stud­
ies. ... _.-ndationot ...~~.
maywaiveltw admissions requirements.







age of at leuteopen;lenll in onIarllll rwmain lndear.uncrorog
lnmeFacul1y.
(iI. TheM taQIIlatlcns will be ~pli.cl1G pattolinw students
0fIly efIer 1tMy~ completad four CQI'IMC:U1lye ooutWS ...
apart-time basis.





be teq\lirltd 10 witblbw'fl'on'l the Fac:ul1y.
3. ~ who "-" beer! requAd 10 wiltllhw tvm









Facully an _ occasiorls will be n.r'lj'itlta lor Mute .....
admlaion.
6. NotwlIhSWlcflflg 0au$C!$ 1 ltlratlgh 4. !he Ulldergradwote
SludiesCommitteaOflreoornrnendationfromlhlo .rdmissions
Committ............ 1h. right., raquw. audenl:lllD wiIhdtaw
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REGUlATIONS FOR READMISSION AND
















4. In alllCllptionll~ ol1heH raquifa-
mentsmaybagrVdladby'" Cotnmiftea ... lJndafgraduatil
SUSea.F.::ut1rolEducuiofl.Ollactwir:eofItMClIfic:.ofSb.>-
dentSeMcn..FaoA1vfiA&lucalion.
REGISTRATION IN EDUCATION COURSES
(NON~1lONSTUDENTS)
~ in £ducalion -.nu Is fIOfTT\dy teA1cud 10
















minoI wtIictI..ifany,fiA"'abooIa 0XU'MScal1 Dol appIioIdlO
1hairdegna~ Thaflbc:Mtnol'llri1tl:lta.~
='-'4:7~-='::~~~.seMces.Ile~lOregistarlor1twrequftd
REGISTRATION IN IN-5ERVlCE COURSES OR
REGISTRATION IN EOUCATlON COURSES
(CERT1F1CATION UPGRADING):
Studana I'Iaving compIalad.degraa ~alflEduea·




BACHELOR OF EDUCATION (PRIMARY) AND


























jec:tllnllCCOtdanc:.-wiUlOaUSoI 2oflh. Aeguta............ 1he

























REGUlATIONS FOR THE DEGREE OF
BACHB.OR OF EDUCATION (pRIMARY)
t.-J~forlhedegrnCllBechel....ClIEduc:atian(Prl.
marylwflI be r.qulr.cllDClOmp[ewa.rninlmum ofllftyc:ourws
iAllIC:CIDl'dancewlthC_2.3ancl4be1ow.SutlieetlOthIl
g<K1IlI'IlI r.vute'_ go-ning Admission. AndrnisWn and
~appropri.atecourwscompleteclprialD""
..... 1D_Fw:UtrCllEducaZion.;lIbe~in_1Cltal
numb« of _ CDmpletecl for \he degr'M.




















"Courses in fIlisdiseipfin__fIOt~ ... u.motUI
Urriwfs~
-VlsuafAttsCCJUfW$itIMHisJoIyatSirWiIf~G,."","







































- 10000and 1001 OR lO5OatICI1051
_ 2tlXland21100R2200atICI2210
- 3110.3120
""""...._ 1100 or 2100
- 2103,2104.2210
- Two of 2150. 2400 tor 2401 or35OOl. 3100. 3t04.
320t.3212,38S0.























in cause 2 &bow.
3- Ac:andK1ate $hall be ,equ;r.cl .. complete a minimum of
~coursesinEduca1ion.
a I ThllfoI\QwingcourMSarecompulsorycoursesOllllle p,.;.
matyp«lgramme:
L EdtJeation 2040.20150,2360. 2Gl0,3005,3120. 3130.
3270.330S.337tI.3S40,3615,39<IO.»50,ather436ll
or437lJ. 43llO, «a
a. Two of Educaflon 2050. 2150, 21t3, 2194. 2530.
3050, 3220, or 3230, Q05. For students whosa aca-
demic~_Fftnch,~. K$-
~.".,.;c,f't¥icalEd.,.;alion.orfW"ogIousStudie$,
-tlust_ oflhaecoonnwlll bedateml/ned by





WlII be requRd to COfl'Il*tIt • "--dit m.mstlip. l&fu-
c:a!ion401X) .
SUGGESTED COURSE SEQUENCE - PRIMARY
PROGRAMME










_ EdUC*tion3005, 3120.3130,3270.3305, 3370,3S40.
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.... "'.....0. course tom o.au- 3(a11i! aboW.
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REGULATIONS FOR THE DEGREE OF
BACHelOR OF EDUCATION (El£MENTARV)
I. alCandldatnfofthe~re.ofBactlelotafS:lueadon(S-
emenlalY! WI" be (~to~ amlnlmllm of fifty
courseslnliClCQl11anolwittcOa_2,3and4b11oW. Subjec:t
to lIIe gen..-al~ gcweming MtniaiOn, FWadmfs..
sion.lIrId~appropNdltCOllrWS~prior
1IO adm/uiontothe Facuttfwill bllndudedln ltwtlltel nllm-
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J. A. candid.ala shalf be tequiflld 110 compIe:te • mOnimum of
fIooInt'j'-tllt.. _inEdllClltion.
• I Tha/olowing courses &fa compulSOfy COUfMa on "'. S·
IIl'MI'IWyprogrammeo:
l. E':duca1ion2040.2OlSS.2360.2510.3006.32n5.3315.
33r.5.:wao.3S45, 3615. 3!MO. 3955. 3960, a600f
';::'I\~2050.21S3.Z1114.3050.3120.
311SO.3220or3230.<&a)5. ForatudentswhoM_.
demk conc:entfUons .,. Frendl, Geography. !-is-
IOfy,f'hy$QfEducation.Of~~atleat
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One_ from Oauae 3{a) {iii abow.
FRENCH IMMERSION OPTION
_:"~IO"_.-""is_cpIion~_
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... Cat'OcIUn who .. ,egisM<ed in !heir final __ '"
1heir firsI 8lchaior"a~ prognnwne during 1M W!nIer
seme-_,,-"IZlislied_~requiretMfttlMt
_in 0auM 2 ....... ~CIIlmplrir;>nofIlMirfif'lCMgree
~~~....:~~=:.=








b I d_lltd COfrIlMltney in wrilIen &>gliltl U Pfe-
scritMd bylll. Flcutt,r of Ed"",,6an; &fId.
e 1_ tea.rsof ..,...._. OM ofwhicl\ mUllboilrom.
student·.Inatructo, in 11M teachabl...... list-d In Oauaa
2(b).or.lncasn""*,,llIeapplicatllhasbeen~d
dwlngtl'lap.uttwoye.-s.lnlm.dir.ct~oflM





















g~• ....nts_.-ndfull-time. Sludents ..no drop
anyCOUl'Wwhit;hi$p.tf1llhe~"";"Ot'dropped
frgm llW ..,Iire programme.






REGULATIONS FOR ntE DEGREE OF
BACHELOR OF EDUCATION (SECpNOARY)




BACHELOR OF MUSIC CONJOINT WITH
BACHELOR OF MUSIC EDUCATION












tlId. Studera __ KaClemic~islinguiAic:s_
noquhdlDdo~414Z.ThoM __~is
~_NqlrindlDdD EducaIion4180ot4271.
n-wt-.discSpfiMis FoIklor.- .... requited IIldo.Mef
EdUClllion .. ,42«4180. Yhosewl'lose _a is Sociaf $ud-
... (acad«nie~ofEconcimics.GeograpIy.I-btory,




guiscics_1.q1lhd 1111 do Education 4142 and "141 Those
whosedisdplineis 6iocNmistry.... rwqulRd IOdoltilh« Ed-
uc:aIicwt 4171 otEducation 427'0.












I. Appl;cDans lor~ Ia .... atIocloow e.ac:twloO' of Edu.
cationConfointOegrn~isconsidered~.~.






3. To be considefedfor.cfmissloll. S1Vde<lts tnu$I h SUI>





























wish JD be sWHq~r:orIfidet.-dtrxa1nmiotl. sl.lOmit a
_~i1~"""'otIw"~S<MEST8l,_
REGULATIONS FOR THE CONJOINT
DEGREES OF BACHELOR OF MUSIC
{MAJOR IN GENERAL STUDIES} AND




_""''''-0.,.--__--=,.-.,.--= -''14 IUonsfotlhfOegr.. ofBacNlotolMusil;.foIooringGenenoi
1~ .. 5ctooolinQlEduceIion43811 I MusafStudinrnajotarldQau$e2:below."'_-'=_"":-'-':....=0-=",..===---- ~id.al.~rcomPI.t.1hefollowlngfih••nCO<.Qa$in
--'-"":-'-'-==------ al Edueation2250or3li15
• ........wiIldfl""Odisdpinot~methods-.- bl EducatiotI4350
..... SotrnnwPdSeptfgrsludilnb~&luc:alion c) EduI:3Iion4370otC380






REGULATIONS FOR Tl-IE BACHELOR OF








sK; Educati<ln maybe ~I'dupon _ wc:cnsful comple.
tion o'all..at Ian addition&l COlI"" prov;ded 1M cancroc;tate
n-ts _ ~uifementsin ClaUSOI2 &bow ofltle ~ulatioos
~IhtCon;ointOegt_olBM:helClrol~(1.Ujor
in GeneQI S1udlc.1 and BKhelorof~ Education.
REGULATIONS FOR Tl-IE DEGREE OF
BACHELOR OF EOUCATION (NATIVE AND
NORnfER~.ED.(N&N)
l1'is is a ..achw ecluc:aion prog..--oe da9wd tor /IGlNe
slI..odenblnl.oobradtrwhOir*ndlO~ateae:hinge:atMI






., application 10 1M Oft'"_ 01 Student SeMen, FllCUltyoiEd_
2. ~l5toIhloB.Ed..{N&.N)mustoomph'tetn.g<rnetal
aflPIicationlotmtoradmi$siontotheUnlwtsityand_appli-














WMd in .. coutWS beyond the IirsI m..
5_ $1udentI who haw beet! admitted 10 U\e B.Ed.(N&N) ..11
norrn&IIy_~ byR.gulati<lns 2-(1 01_ Reguli:ti<lns
lor AI4dmlaion and Adnnce.....,t 01 tIM Faculty of Edu-
calion. Fortlllt ptOg~_onIy,~t reguWi005







eotneSlM)' _ proorided 10 givestudena .. opp;x1uI"IitylO
UJlQIWH1tleirlitlltacyslDk.
7. 'M1hin!he GeMt~ Academic Reguta~. Section Eol.




PROGRAMME FOR STUDENTS ON TltE
PRtMARYfELEMENTARY EDUCATION RO~
1,Candid&lQtor..~oIaEd.(N&.Nl.ptirNry/elemet>­
tatv_.wilI be tequired 10 compete a...,;n;",..,m 0I6t1y
coutWSitl ~'O'i1hd-.s2, 3. 4, and SbMow.
2.T1wfollowing~$"'.c:ompuhoty:
alt.taltlematicslO5OandllJ5lotMathematicsllSOand
1151 Of a c:onceI\ll'ation in Mathemalic:s..
bl Science 115A.and 11S8ot .. concenntion in S<:ie..-•
el .....llVapologylQ31andlWDoltM1c:ou.... inMlhtopot-
ogy.
lSI Ungui5lics 2020 anel 2021; or 2030 and 2031
el FourCOUf$HinEngfosl'l.. trisrecomm.nc*1/N1ll11eSCI












Educ:atiOfa 2022ot2032" 2150 ot3960. 2182. 21i4,22OO.,
2222, 2Z300f 2240. 23SO. 23S1. 2430. 261a" Of 3f>1S-.
3140.32S1.3321.3542,4O:lD.~
'$flaHntsrwtrollMw_sstuf1y~EducMiotl
















S. FuttlIer CO<.ItW$to eomplele the requited total 01 fifty may
beMlec;tedfrom ....~ ....ulisledina_2&btMoot
lromo!t>t:tllon-educationOCllltSeSotfromotducationcaurses
whidl ... appropriate lor ptimaty anel elemenwy education.
PROGRAMME FOR STUDENTS ON ThE
SECONDARY EDUCATION ROUTE
1, CarorfidaleslorlhecSegr.. ofB..Ed.(N&Nl.ueondaryrvute•




qUrW"fngIish __ be ....... ..ty_poasibIein
"-'
al E'do.oc:aDon 2222, 22SOor:l2:5O, 2361, 2Q], 3281• .c020.
"",mo.













EducatKln 3120 anrl 3121




""''''''.III ~t- audotnts.-ttOdo CIDI'IClIftlralin_ sci-
-~3170anrl3171.anrl_ofEduo::Qan





.....wy~• ...., ,.... .....~--







1nduliing Educalion 3281, cxm. Md 22SO or 3250 and
~-.::tlinQI~~frotna..-s
2(l},2(gJ,Md2(h1·
4........ -.-sIlOQOrl'IpleW .. ~llOtaloffiftymay




REGULATIONS FOR THE DEGREE OF








2J .sruct.ms""'vpdMell'leOiplom;l .. Spet;i.IIJE~IIor




l.~lotpart-lim<lancl~ ....~ .... .,.,.....
sidwecl_a~_Thoteariest_~c:anbeOin













l. ........ CI'edilfor: Education Z36D; Educalion 3Z!Oor
3230; EducaIionJ305andG:JucaIion35'lOorEduca-
lion 331S Mel ~S; and Sducalion 3615.
OR
i. hold a dagr.. in Primary Of eamenwy Educalion
from Memotlal Univtorsify Of -ne oth« racoglli~ec:I
uniYetsitY' orhokl anoll'>w Educ:aJion dagr.. d..med






4. &udent& pursuing or haIIW'q oornpefIId degr.. pro-
granwnn for !he~ of -=ondary Idloal~




S.~1lOltIe Oegrw ProgIwnmeM $pecilIl £dt..-or.
muIC~thIo~bm·Aflpkalonb"Adrnis­














(Prlmcy) or (Bementaryj or MOther Edw:alioll dagr..
dftmed apprvpUu by The Fa"V/tr of Educatlon. and
bI12__ufollo,o,$:









3620. 3IS3O and 3-.nesfrgm 1heeledioe COtIl'MS in
SpecialEduc:atM>n..
ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS TO TliE














Adtniaions Sub-Committee !of Vocational EGucalioft.
4. 1ot. .... ha/f1heCOtllM$in~EducaIion~uftd
und«a...A..2(bI_becompleted&'llhis~.
B. FOR sruoeNTS WHO POSSESS AN

















occupational .... in wNdl tninlng _otIWl'altd. This up&-
riencemustbeS1lbHq\lenttohoompletionofOfCll)l'lCtll'l&n
with 1he0Cl;lllp&li0nal ninWlgplOgfWTltM.
























StudieSotthe FacutfyCounc:il of1he FlCtIItyof Education. 10
c:oomplnI_of1heset.nOOUl'Sl!'SlltanottMfinstilu6onlee;.
~byIheSenal••
3. To obtain the BacMtor g( Vocation.ll EdtlCltion d.gree •





EducalionQl'OllP- CooneslnlhisgnllUP_be_Iedldtrom __ COUl'MSwhich_~lOthe
REGULATIONS FOR THE DEGREE OF High SChool f'!QgIwnme.
BACHELQR OFYQCATIQNAL EDUCATION b) Rw_fn:lmIMVoc:aIionalEducaliongftl</P.
... FOR STUDENTS WHO POSSESS AN ~ ~ ~.c:-6:ll/CldiOn..
0CCtJPA11ONAL T1UJNtNG DIPLOMA OR 5. lot. r-st__ of 1M~ I'eqtIftd und«Qa...,. a4(b1
CERTlACATE mustbe~.Ihis~ .
1. A~_"8Ic:toBorol\bcdonal~o..• HoIIts: r} ~8.2MdB.S"IIOt.,pylr)~







cj EclucdDn4700. r-cNnv~}'dIT-.o__ ~£ngIiIh..
.1 T ~tD ............ _ottlaC:tlinQ REGULATlONS FOR TliE DIPLOMA IN
~Jektan:l:':::~~"'o¥h VOCAnONALEDUCAnON
errHER




